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FOREWORD 


T he following ten essays illustrate some of the 
various phases of Professor Bury’s thought. They 
have been recommended for publication by a 
number of historians, whose names, apart from those 
resident in Cambridge, are given on page xiii. The first 
five pieces offer for the first time within the limits of one 
volume a systematic surveyof Bury’s views on the general 
aims of history. If other justification for republication 
were needed it might be sought in the facts that only 
one out of all these essays is still in print, that some of 
them are not accessible even in well-known libraries, and 
that others are not known even to some scholars. The 
third essay, for example, which throws a most important 
light on Bury’s historical ideas, was brought to my notice 
by Professor W. R. Sorley and was unknown to the 
compiler of Bury’s Bibliography. Inquiry has shown 
that several other essays arc very little known. 

Some of these pieces, for example the fourth, sixth, 
seventh and eighth, make an appeal beyond the scholar 
to the general reader. And this is even more the case 
with the ninth essay on the Roman Emperors from 
Basil II to Isaac Komncnos. The period, so obscure to 
most readers, is one of mucii importance and more 
interest. In this early essay Bury shows a power of 
mordant wit and of characterisation less evident in his 
later work, and the portrait of Basil the Bulgar-slayer, 
the lives of Zoc and Theodora, and the intrigues of 
Patriarchs and eunuchs afford ample scope for the 
exercise of such talents. 

The essays arc printed exactly as published. As they 
represent different periods of his historical career, there 
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are differences in such matters as nomenclature, and 
also in treatment or interpretation of the facts or 
theories of history. In order that the reader may keep 
this point in mind, each essay or lecture has the date of 
publication or delivery attached to it. In the Intro- 
duction {pp. xv-xxxii) I have tried to sketch the chief 
stages in the evolution of his historical ideas. 

This collection was originally designed to be issued 
simultaneously, or in connexion with the Bury Biblio- 
graphy published by Mr Norman Baynes at the Uni- 
versity Press in the autumn of 1929. Ultimately this 
project was not realised but the fact has enabled me 
to take full advantage of the erudite work of my pre- 
decessor. 

I have to thank the Editors of the Cambridge Medieval 
History, the Editor of the Quarterly, the Editor of the 
Morning Post, Messrs Houghton Mifflin and the Ratio- 
nalist Press Association for permission to reproduce some 
of the essays. These acknowledgements are made 
separately in the text. 

The portrait of Professor Bury here given was taken 
late in 1913 or early in 1914. It was published in the 
Cambridge Historical Journal, \'ol. ii. No. n of 1927, and 
is liere reproduced by courtesy of the Editorial Com- 
mittee. 
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INTRODUCTION 

THE HISTORICAL IDEAS OF J. B. BURY 

§ I 

“History is a science, no less and no more”. This 
famous sentence, emphasised in Bury’s Inaugural* has 
greatly obscured his thought to contemporaries. It at 
once produced a controversy and one into which Bury 
never really entered. He made no reply at the time to 
the campaign in the periodicals, and it was only after 
several years that he pointed out one obvious mis- 
interpretation. He doubtless trusted that study of his 
other utterances would reveal his real ideas, and perhaps 
forgot that they were scattered in different publications. 
His works on tlie method and purpose of history have 
now been assembled, and the three first essays here 
printed seem to make the pattern on the carpet clear. 

It was as a classical scholar that he first became ac- 
quainted with history. And as those who attended his 
lectures on the Use of Authorities will know, the con- 
sequences of this approach to the subject were momen- 
tous. For in classical times Clio was regarded as a 
Muse, and History therefore took her place as a branch 
of rhetoric. This view greatly distressed Bury and he 
gave several instances of its unfortunate result. Thus one 
classical writer would borrow the details of a battle from 
another, Just because they happened to be picturesque 
and despite the fact that they related to a totally differ- 
ent period or event. He considered it one of the chief 

[* pp. 4, 9, ig. It is not, I think, sufficiently considered by English 
readers that the word “science**, as apphed to history, has been adopted 
from the French where its meaning is not quite the same as in English.] 
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faults of the Renaissance, that its historians imitated the 
classical models in making history the instrument of 
rhetoric. It was the way of authors under Queen 
Elizabeth, who pilfered a scene or a character from an 
Italian drama to serve the purposes of an English one. 
The result might be magnificent, and might be art. It 
could not be history, and it showed the mischief of 
regarding history as a rhetorical art. 

The first step forward was to cut history loose from 
rhetoric. For “so long as history was regarded as an 
art, the sanctions of truth and accuracy could not be 
severe” and “ history is not a. branch of literature”. In 
writing thus {pp. 6, 9), Bury perhaps “strains the note”, 
as he says Acton did. But it is easy to see why. A man 
with strong scientific instincts, beginning his studies 
with classical texts and orators, is apt to see history 
differently from one who begins it with state-papers and 
dry-as-dust historians. To the first rhetoric is a cloud, 
to the second a sunbeam. Bury’s early vision was ob- 
scured by a purple haze of oratory, and he had to dis- 
perse it before truth could shine through. That is why 
he wished to put Clio in a laboratory, before allowing 
her to declaim in an Academy. 

§2 

The release of history from rhetoric was but the first step. 
Only one degree less evil than the rhetorical view of 
history were the various pragmatical conceptions asso- 
ciated with it. History was not a body of concrete 
maxims, supplying examples from which ordinary men 
could learn to be good and statesmen to be great. To 
learn morality or success from history was little better 
than to use it as an instrument of eloquence, and he 
regretfully records that Polybius and Thucydides, “the 
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two greatest of the ancient historians”, like Machiavelli, 
held that “the use of studying history was instruction in 
the art of politics” (/>. 24). Another influence retarding 
the conception of history as a science was the weight 
of authority and church tradition. All these “political 
and ethical encumbrances” hindered the growth of a 
scientific method. Under the pressure of such circum- 
stance evc.i a scholar like Tillemont, whom Bury fol- 
lowed Gibbon in admiring, could do little. He could 
amass erudition and heap up incident, or produce “a 
collection of annals ”. But such works proceeded on no 
true system or plan. For “facts must be connected”, 
and “I cannot imagine the slightest importance in facts 
or sequences of facts, unless they mean something in 
terms of reason ”. “ Reason ” could only be found in an 
author who pursued a method of selecting and analysing 
his facts according to some rational or scientific 
principle. 

§3 

Scientific method was foreshadowed by the rationahsts 
like Gibbon and Voltaire, and established by technically 
trained investigators like Wolf, the critic of Homer, 
Niebuhr, the critic of Livy, and by Ranke, the founder 
of the modern school, basing its results on scientific 
dissection and reconstruction of authorities. But even 
Ranke, though a great Master, was not fully emanci- 
pated and was deeply influenced by two forces regarded 
by Bury as dangerous to a true conception of history. 
The first of these, nationalism, supplied a powerful 
motive for historical investigation and “quickened” the 
processes of study. Yet national and patriotic prejudice 
was a grave danger especially when, for purely political 
reasons, it stressed “inspiring and golden periods” at 
the expense of others historically more valuable and 
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instructive. And from this “ tendencious ” nationalism 
Ranke was not wholly free. 

A tendency to which Ranke was also prone was “the 
influence of philosophy and more particularly of the 
philosophy of history”. On such philosophers Bury is 
rather severe. He regards Hegel, Comte and Krause 
as having constructed iron beds into which they forced 
living victims, or as founders of systems based on d 
priori conceptions without inductive value. He is like- 
wise critical of all those, and they were not merely 
philosophers, “who so naively assume that the ideas 
which are witliin the horizon of their minds arc the 
ultimate ideas to be sighted by man, the last ports to be 
visited in his voyage down the stream of time” (p. 50). 
He instances the thinker who regarded Christianity as 
the final religion, Prussia as the final state and his own 
Hegelianism as the final philosophy. He enforces these 
instances by asking how we can really believe that the 
present idea of freedom is the ultimate one, or that the 
present idea of nationality is “an end in itself or more 
than a phase in evolution ” (/». 58) . A generation later, 
when freedom is contracting into order and nationality 
expanding beyond the limits of country or of race, we 
can see the pregnant wisdom of this suggestion of 1904. 

§4 

Bury therefore held the position that the “doctrine of 
historical relativity applies no less to his [the historian’s] 
own judgments than to other facts”.* New facts might 
be discovered and new judgments delivered at any time, 
and he was himself the living illustration of the process. 
Between 1889 and 1923 he entirely remodelled his con- 
ceptions of the development of the later Roman Empire 
[♦ Ancient Greek Historians (1909), p, 252.] 
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in the light of new materials and fresh interpretations. 
His judgments also altered with time. Thus a view of 
history that is purely unitary is shown in the first 
three essays here given, all written before 1909. By 1924 
he certainly had begun to favour a pluralistic inter- 
pretation.* Again in 1904 he quoted Tacitus and 
Treitschke as useful examples of prejudice, but his 
letter of 1926 asserts that freedom from bias in history 
is not possible nor even desirable. For prejudices alone 
“engage the interest of the world” {pp. 70-1). He had 
thus reached a position the exact opposite of the Greek 
“who would have said that the judgment of a wise man 
at any time might be final or absolutely valid”.** 
In his view a historian’s judgment was of permanent 
interest only as an illustration of his epoch, and finality 
and impartiality were mistaken ideals. 

§5 

The chauvinistic influences of nationalism, the shadowy 
conceptions of philosophy, not only affected the im- 
partiality of Ranke, but diverted and muddied the 
course of historical investigation. And these influences 
tended to obscure the light already thrown by eigh- 
tccnth-ccntury philosophers like Turgot and Condorcet. 
For these men had developed the Idea of Progress, a 
conception which heralded the dawn of true history and 
led ultimately to its renovation. It was the first attempt 
to give a true unity and synthesis to history of the modern 
type, the first threading of beads on a string stout 
enough to resist pressure. The idea of progress certainly 
helped to link up the past with the present and to give 
a meaning and a name to modern history. For when 

Idea of Progress (1924), p. 368, note to p. 302.] 

[** Ancient Greek Historians (1909), p. 253.] 
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the improvement, and not the decadence, of the world 
became a dogma the past ages yielded in interest and 
importance to the present and still more to the future. 
Thus the idea of progress, though having no actual 
' connexion with evolution, served a similar purpose in 
promoting the conception of the unity of history. But 
it was not until Darwin appeared on the scene that the 
victory was finally won. Evolution, in Bury’s view, was 
the final determining influence in establishing the unity 
of history, in making it into a science, and in relating it 
to other sciences. Its supreme achievement was to 
realise that “our conception of the past” is “itself a 
factor in guiding and moulding our evolution and must 
become a factor of greater and increasing potency”. 
This is “a new stage in the growth of the human 
mind” {p. J2). 


§6 

The transformation of history into a science meant the 
enlargement ofits sphere and thecxtension ofits influence 
to the furthest boundary of the earth. Ranke erred by 
confining history to politics, and Seeley by extending it 
only to political science. Bury would intrude it into 
every domain. For the temporary purpose of “isolating 
the phenomena” or for research, he might confine 
history to one aspect or to one period. But as all ages 
of history are of importance in the cosmic process, so all 
activities of man should be the province of the historian. 
He must look beyond governments to peoples, beyond 
laws to superstitions, beyond religions to folklore and 
the arts, he must study every intellectual, material and 
emotional aspect of human life and society. In his 
Inaugural Bury points to a passage in the Antigone as 
“the first amazed meditation of man” on what he had 
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wrought {p. ii). One famous passage of this chorus 
suggests for a moment that political activities ranked 
high among the inventions of man. 

teal ^0€yfia teal avefioev 
(ftpovrjua Kal aaTVv6fju>v<; opyai eSiBa^aro.* 

But a closer examination shows that even here the 
emphasis is on social rather than political inventiveness. 
In the whole passage there are some two or three lines 
devoted to the city state, and some fifty to man’s mastery 
over beast and bird, earth, wind and sea and all other 
creative activities. Because of this very width of view 
“broad as ten thousand beeves” the passage exactly 
expresses Bury’s view of the range of history. 


§7 

It is astonishing that Bury’s Inaugural was interpreted by 
one distinguished critic as a pleading that Byzantine 
history was superior in importance to every other.’"* 
In fact he thought that history really became of decisive 
importance some fifty years after Byzantium and the 
Roman Empire perished together. It is even more 
extraordinary that the editor of Gibbon should hold 
that history began to be of real importance a few years 
from the date at which his master ceased writing it. 

I’hose who knew Bury well, at Cambridge, could 
never have been in any doubt as to his preference for 
modern history. It was evident enough to anyone who 
heard his lectures on the Use of Authorities. It was 

[♦ Antigone, lines 354-5. “Speech, wind-swift thought and all the 
mo^s that moved a State, hath he [man] taught himself”. Jebb, 
Antigone [1888], p. 74 note, points out these are “feelings which lead men 
to organise social life, and to uphold the social order by their loyalty”. 
Italics my own.] ^ 

[** Professor Carless Davis, v. Bayms, p. 1 12 and noteJl 
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equally evident to anyone who was present at the 
History Board when the reform of the Historical Tripos 
was being discussed.* But, though the fact was certain, 
the reasons were not at first evident. Acton called 
modern history “the prize of all history”, because he 
saw in it the improvement of the world under divine 
guidance and the ascending movement of man as the 
centuries quickened. Bury did not admit the existence 
of supernatural agency in history, or think it a demon- 
stration of ethics, or even of progress. But he agreed 
with his great predecessor in regarding the study of 
modern times as “the most pressing of all”. 

Bury’s reasons for his preference were intensely 
characteristic. He regarded modern history as the only 
period in which the records were abundant and certain, 
and therefore as the only period in which history could 
be set forth in its all-embracing range. You cannot 
portray an age in all its aspects unless you are “in 
direct relation with it”. “The spiritual boundaries of 
the ancient and mediaeval worlds” were set too far 
back for us ever wholly to pass them, as his own long 
and sad experience had taught him. In the century 
and half between Theodosius and Justinian “no full 
account of a single battle is extant”. And there were 
endless fragmentary inscriptions and untrustworthy 
chroniclers casting their fitful and broken lights upon 
dim emperors and shadowy events. It was not in such 
sources that you could read the minds and hearts of 
men. Only abundant records enable the historian to 
see with the eyes of contemporaries. “Sympathetic 

[* Bury made a great effort to increase the amount of modern history 
studied in Part II of the Historical Trijx» at Cambridge. He first pro- 
posed that two out of the five papers (excluding essay) in Part II should 
be devoted to Modern History C3utlines. When the Board confined that 
study to one paper, Bury proposed that it should have double weight, 
i.e. receive twice the marks of any other paper.] 
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appreciation” is only possible to those near enough to 
understand the atmosphere, the passions, les derniers 
fremissements of an age. That was the only way to “see 
Shelley plain”. It is the modern man’s duty to pos- 
terity — above all — to study and to describe “the eman- 
cipatory movements of the sixteenth, seventeenth and 
eighteenth centuries”. He states elsewhere that the 
“great mo vements of thought of the nineteenth century ’ ’ 
are as remarkable and important as those of tire six- 
teenth, and as “new and striking a departure as any to 
which our records go back”. Because they give the true 
history of the freedom of the spirit, and because their 
records are fuller than any other, the last four centuries 
are superior in importance to all others. 

§8 

Bury viewed Darwin as having delivered history from 
its patriotic, philosophic, rhetorical and pragmatical 
obsessions. He believed the scientific method and “the 
dry light of science” to be essential to history. But he is 
very anxious to show that the analogy between history 
and other sciences must not be overemphasised. For 
instance he is at pains to draw a distinction between 
history and anthropology {p. 32 note ) . He is careful to 
demonstrate that human society is not an organism at 
least in the scientific sense [p. 28 note). He wrote that 
a man was not a historian if his “interest was primarily 
ethical”. He rejected the idea of God as revealing him- 
self in history or as altering its course, for that assump- 
tion postulated a Deus ex machina. And he did not, like 
some scientists, assume that energy or progress is a 
substitute for God. The idea of progress was a useful one 
but it was not strictly scientific nor identical with the 
Darwinian conceptions. “Evolution itself, it must be 
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remembered, does not necessarily mean, as applied to 
Society, the movement of man to a desirable good. It 
is a neutral scientific conception, compatible either 
with optimism or pessimism. According to different 
estimates it may appear to be a cruel sentence or a 
guarantee of steady amelioration, and it has been 
actually interpreted in both ways”.* Bury speaks 
indeed of the “countless stairs” man must ascend in the 
future, and believed perhaps that the movement would 
be upward. But his belief in the future was rather 
a hope than a conviction. And even if he had felt a 
conviction, he would not have maintained that it was 
scientifically defensible. 


§9 

Bury laid down that history was a science to be studied 
by scientific methods but he did not believe that it pro- 
ceeded wholly along fixed lines and according to mathe- 
matical laws. As history never repeated itself the past 
history of man could not be exactly deduced, nor the 
future precisely predicted. The accidents of history were 
such as to disturb any calculations. Great men, and he 
instances Alexander, Frederic and Napoleon, in one 
sphere, St Paul, Plato or Spinoza in another, had power 
enough to disturb or divert the stream of history. Their 
exceptional brains might be explained as being due to 
scientific causes, but such explanations did not supply 
us with a calculus for the future. The great man is not 
only an accident, but an unforeseen and extremely dis- 
turbing accident. He is sufficient in himself to prevent 
even the special demesnes of economic and social 
history, “where generalisation is most fruitful”, from 


Idea of Progress (1920), pp. 335-6.] 
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being wholly subject to general laws. Even in these 
demesnes the great man can intrude his imperious and 
disturbing personality. “The heel of Achilles in all 
historical speculations of this class has been the role of 
the individual” {p. 41). 

Not only does the great man himself affect history, 
but he is himself affected by the exceptional events and 
persons he may encounter. He is subject to an influence, 
at once obvious and attractive and apparently trivial. 
Bury speaks of “the shape of Cleopatra’s nose” and “the 
pretty face of Anne Boleyn” as changing the currents of 
history. The first instance he owes, of course, to Pascal; 
the latter perhaps to Canning, who once convulsed the 
House of Commons by quoting the verse 

When Love could teach a monarch to be wise, 

And Gospel-light first dawned from Boleyn’s eyes. 

These two amusing examples are illustrations of that 
theory of “contingency” which bulks so large in Bury’s 
later studies. He came finally to assert that general 
causes did not usually explain the great events of history. 
And he thus reached, by another road, a conclusion or 
lack of conclusion which is often held by great practical 
men. Few of these will admit that the causes of great 
events are simple or ascertainable, and some, like 
Frederic the Great, ascribe everything to chance. Those 
who are steeped in practical affairs know how blind an 
instrument of destiny even a great man may be. 


§ 10 

The best application of Bury’s idea is to be found in his 
view of the causes of the fall of the Roman Empire. In 
his earliest study he adopted conventional explanations. 
In his latest (1923) he adopted the “contingency” 
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theory throughout.* If there was any cause of the fall 
of the Roman Empire, it was that the German bar- 
barians “peacefully penetrated” it, and finally took so 
many posts in the army that they rendered discipline 
impossible. “This was, of course, a consequence of the 
decline in military spirit, and of depopulation, in the old 
civilised Mediterranean countries”.** But he asserts 
that “this policy need not have led to the dismember- 
ment of the Empire” and that the barbarian infiltration 
is explained not by “any general considerations”, but 
by “the actual events”.*** 

It was the conflux of coincidences which proved 
decisive. The first contingent cause was the invasion 
of the Huns from Asia, a “historical surprise” and 
resulting from “events in Central Asia strictly inde- 
pendent of events in Europe”.**** It was an “Asian 
mystery” how these Huns arose and poured into 
Europe. And to this first contingency was added a 
second, for the valiant Goths fled before them and 
poured into the Roman Empire. In their flight they 
met and defeated a Roman army and slew a Roman 
Emperor. This great defeat was mainly due to the con- 
tingent accident that the Roman Emperor was incom- 
petent and rash. Theodosius, who succeeded Valens, set 
“the unfortunate precedent” of settling the Visigoths 

[* I follow here the line of thought in my earlier (and anonymous) 
treatment of this subject in Cambridge Historical Journal, vol. ii, No. i 
(1927), p. 162 note, and pp. 195, 196. 

The History of the Later Roman Empire, vol. 1, chap, ill (iSBg)^ gives 
some general causes. An article m tlie Quarterly, 1920, vol. cxcii, follows 
a similar line {v. Appendix, jfp. 231-42, for a part of this). The general 
causation is abandoned for the contingency theory in the iMter Roman 
Empire (1923), vol. i, pp. 303-13. These views are explained more at 
length in 'The Invasion oj Europe by the Barbarians (1928), passim. Baynes, 
pp. 74-6, should be consulted.] 

[*• Later Roman Empire (1923), i, 312.] 

[*** Later Roman Empire, 
i***"* V. infra, pp. 



INTRODUCTION 


— a new barbarian people — as a unit inside his borders. 
The fact that he died at the age of fifty was “a third 
contingency”, for had he lived longer his great ability 
might have averted the evils of his blunder. But a 
fourth event, dependent on causes which had nothing to 
do with the condition of the Empire, was the medio- 
crity of his two sons who divided his Empire. The 
Eastern y\rcadius was incompetent, and the Western 
Honorius was “feeble-minded”. The final or fifth event 
was the fact that in the West poor Honorius was con- 
trolled by a German, Stilicho. His character is “a 
puzzle”, and he admitted barbarians wholesale into 
the Roman Empire till he brought disaster on himself 
and it. When he died the mischief was done, Italy, Gaul 
and Spain were overrun by barbarians and “his Roman 
successors could not undo the results of events which 
need never have happened”. It is thus that the true 
historian delicately poises his conclusion. 

§ II 

In some respects Bury’s mind was a hard one to read, 
for he possessed a humour which was not always appre- 
ciated. It would be a mistake for instance to lay stress 
on the famous remark that a historian did not do his 
duty unless he changed his mind every two years. No one 
indeed was more open to new influences, but one may 
conjecture that five or ten years would be actually more 
exact. And it was not only in remarks lightly dropped 
in conversation that he showed this archness. The 
famous published injunction to statesmen to “dare to be 
unjust” is a similar instance. The Saxon is not perhaps 
the fittest judge of such irony. But this side was not the 
only one which made it difficult to detect his real views. 
As he grew older it became a duty with him, so far as 
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possible, to avoid giving his personal impressions of a 
historical problem. In his lectures on the Use of 
Authorities he preferred telling you the way Ranke had 
handled a problem of historical criticism to explaining 
how he would handle it himself. On one occasion he 
discoursed to the “Junior Historians” at Cambridge 
on Lamprecht. He gave a most illuminating description 
of that scholar’s philosophy but left us at the end without 
any clue as to his own judgment on its soundness. It 
was not until I saw his written views (y. p. 39 note) 
that it became evident that he regarded them with more 
favour and sympathy than we had suspected. It was 
not that he did not have strong views but that he feared 
to disturb the judgment of others by expressing them. 
He did not, for instance, believe in expressing moral 
judgments when writing history, but he formed some 
of his own none the less, as notably on religious 
questions. Once when I was consulting him privately 
about some points of German history, he told me he 
thought that Frederic the Great’s invasion of Silesia in 
1740 was much more justifiable than most historians 
had admitted. “After all”, said he, “Austria had wiped 
her boots on Prussia up till then ”. 

§ 12 

It is strange that it should have been ever thought that 
Bury was opposed in principle to the literary art. 
Several of the essays here printed, and particularly those 
on the Byzantine Emperors, will sufficiently dispel this 
illusion. In certain respects his sympathies were sin- 
gularly drawn to works of imagination which were not 
strictly historical. Thus he greatly admired some of the 
works of the great Hungarian romancer Jokai, notably 
A Christian but a Roman, and Halil the Pedlar. The last he 
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once told me called up Constantinople for you as no 
other book did and “made you feel as if you were there 
and in the Arabian Nights”. He was also much struck 
by Eotvos — Village Notary— zs a picture of society 
and life in early nineteenth-century Hungary. And in 
the more legitimate historical field he was an admirer, 
though not a disciple, of Treitschke and, as we see on 
p. 1 8, he fully appreciated the literary flavour given by 
prejudice or bias. He deprecated “the pernicious in- 
fluence of rhetoric. One does not mean by that, the 
cultivation of a clear, agreeable and rhythmical style; 
one means the tendency to seek first of all and almost 
at any cost what may be called rhetorical effects” 
(Ancient Greek Historians [1909], p. 165) . He thus insisted 
that the discovery of truth was a scientific process, but 
both admitted and desired an artistic presentation of the 
results of research. It is difficult, however, to know 
where one process ends and the other begins. Bury him- 
self speaks of “sympathetic imagination” and “psycho- 
logical imagination” as necessary to the interpretation 
of the past. And this kind of sympathy or imagination 
can hardly be purely scientific. Indeed there are un- 
doubtedly cases in which the truth can only be ascer- 
tained by methods which are not purely scientific. For 
instance the imagination of Maitland seems to discover 
truth by methods at least as artistic as they are scientific. 
There is in every way a reconciliation between the 
opposed points of view due largely to the disappearance 
of the old protagonists. The old scientific historians, who 
regarded men as engines and progress as mechanical, 
have disappeared taking with them the purely rhe- 
torical historians of the old type. It is not necessary in 
1 930 to insist on the aspect of history as a science in the 
way Bury did in 1903, for historians seem to be much 
more agreed in their views than they were then. But 


XXIX 



INTRODUCTION 


the circumstances under which Bury stated his doctrine, 
and the consequences which he deduced from it, will 
always remain of great typical importance. 

§ 13 

Science and Art have found a meeting ground in History 
to-day. But there remains a certain difference of em- 
phasis between literary and scientific historians. The 
former tend primarily to generalisation and the latter 
to research. And the growth of Bury’s historical ideas 
was undoubtedly from the one to the other. He is not 
afraid of certain generalisations even in his latest years. 
In 1919 he said that B>'zantium produced “a succession 
of able and hard-working rulers such as cannot, I 
think, be paralleled in the annals of any other state 
during so long a period” {p. 122). In 1923 he said that 
a Byzantine army was never beaten except when its 
general was incompetent {p. 222). But he undoubtedly 
came to favour contingency at the expense of causation 
and to believe that many generalisations of to-day 
would become the fallacies of to-morrow. Holding this 
view of progress and the future, he was ready to think 
that the discovery of truth and the collection and inter- 
pretation of facts were the greatest service we can render 
to posterity. And it was for posterity and the future that 
he worked. From this point of view research, or the 
discovery of new truths or facts, was all important. He 
wished to revise the Historical Tripos at Cambridge 
not so as to make it an instrument of general education 
but as a means of promoting or training students for 
research.* To Bury that was the all-in-all. There was 
no project in his Cambridge career in which he took so 

[* It is I think misleading to say {v. Baynes^ p. 49) that Bury “had no 
admiration” for the Cambridge Tripos. If the view in the text is correct 
no History Honours Examination in any University would have satisfied 
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much interest as the foundation of the Cambridge 
Historical Society and the Cambridge Historical Journal. 
He was the first President of the Society, a member of 
the Editorial Board and a contributor to the Journal. 
The reason of his deep interest was that both were to 
be devoted to research. He told me more than once 
that the future of Cambridge historical study depended 
upon the development of these projects. And he said in 
his Inaugural that research is “the highest duty of 
Universities ”. 

In the England of to-day it is unfortunately neither 
superfluous to insist on the importance of research in 
history nor to explain the value Bury attached to it. 
His wide outlook on historical development in other 
lands had taught him that history is too often a medium 
for patriotic, propaganda. In such cases the historians 
work under difficulties we cannot conceive. They are 
sometimes the instruments of politicians, and are not 
always bold enough to tell the truth. He used to quote 
in his lectures how every Hungarian historian denies 
that the Romans arc descended from the Romans, every 
Rumanian historian asserts that they are. In Macedonia 
Serb historians reckon over a million Serbs, Bulgarians 
find not a single one in the country. In such cases only 
a fearless regard for truth based on research can eman- 
cipate men from prejudice.* And if we turn from East 
to West and seek light over the ocean we find that 
research in American history is the living example of 

him as it would not sufficiently have promoted research. He certainly 
thought, as did everyone else, that the pre-igii Tnpos needed reform. 
But when it was reformed in 1911, he said in the Senate House, “I 
approve of a great many features of the new scheme”, and he instanced 
the transfer of Special Periods to Part II as “an enormous gam”. This 
Tripos is still in existence. Bury’s interestmg proposal about “set 
books” in connexion with examinations is well described by Baynes^ 
p. 50, and was in fact again a suggestion, for training researchers.] 

L* especially The ATinent Greek Mtsforians (1909), pp. 253-4.] 
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this. It has been shown almost wholly by the reseairches 
of American historians in the last thirty years that the 
Mother Country was by no means so tyrannical in its 
attitude as transpontine orators had asserted for a 
century. The knowledge thus acquired by scholarship 
is gradually penetrating to text-books in elementary 
schools in America. The result has been a definite 
softening of the old bitterness between England and 
America which, so far at least as educated leaders are 
concerned, will be permanent and lasting. There is no 
nobler victory achieved by research. The same methods 
are waiting to be adopted to a dozen other thorny 
problems. They have been applied to the origins of the 
World War of 1914, and are already producing appre- 
ciable results. It is not easy to see limits to the influence 
of well-directed research in assuaging national passions 
and in solving international problems. It is literally 
true to say that new forces may be set in motion by the 
historian from his study to-day just as they are released 
by the scientist from his laboratory. And it is some such 
thought as this which Bury had in mind, when he told 
us that “the study of history and the method of studying 
it are facts of ecumenical importance” and that “re- 
search might move the world”. He was careful to add 
that results could not be immediate and that “short 
profits and quick returns” could not serve as a maxim 
for scholars. One day doubtless England will awake to 
this truth and will endow and encourage research on a 
scale comparable with that in some other countries in 
Europe. When this day dawns Bury’s message will be 
understood and he will be seen in his true proportions 
as a historian. 


HAROLD TEMPERLEY 
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GENERAL SCOPE AND METHOD OF HISTORT 

1. The Science of History — Inaugural (1903) 

2. Darwinism and History (1909) 

3. The Place of Modem History in the Per- 
spective of Knowledge ( 1 904) 

4. Cleopatra’s Nose (1916) 

5. A Letter on the Writing of History (1926) 




I. THE SCIENCE OF HISTORY* 


I N saying that I come before you to-day with no little 
trepidation, I am not uttering a mere conventional 
profession of diffidence. There are very real reasons 
for misgivinj. My predecessor told you how formidable 
he found this chair, illuminated as it is by the lustre of 
the distinguished historian whom he succeeded. But if 
it was formidable then, how much more formidable is it 
to-day! The terrors which it possessed for Lord Acton 
have been enhanced for his successor. 

In a home of historical studies where so much thought 
is spent on tlieir advancement, one can hardly hope to 
say any new thing touching those general aspects of 
history which most naturally invite attention in an in- 
augural lecture. It may be appropriate and useful now 
and again to pay a sort of solemn tribute to the dignity 
and authority of a great discipline or science, by reciting 
some of her claims and her laws, or by reviewing the 
measures of her dominion; and on this occasion, in this 
place, it might perhaps seem to be enough to honour 
the science of history in this formal way, sprinkling, as 
it were, with dutiful hands some grains of incense on her 
altar. 

Yet even such a tribute might possess more than a 
formal significance, if we remember how recently it is — 
within three generations, three short generations — that 
history began to forsake her old irresponsible ways and 
prepared to enter into her kingdom. In the story of 
the nineteenth century, which has witnessed such far- 
reaching changes in the geography of thought and in 
the apparatus of research, no small nor isolated place 
[* Delivered in the Divinity School, Cambridge, onJanuaryaG, 1903.] 
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THE SCIENCE OF HISTORY 

belongs to the transformation and expansion of history. 
That transformation, however, is not yet complete. Its 
principle is not yet universally or unreservedly acknow- 
ledged. It is rejected in many places, or ignored, or un- 
reahsed. Old envelopes still hang tenaciously round the 
renovated figure, and students of history are confused, 
embarrassed, and diverted by her old traditions and 
associations. It has not yet become superfluous to insist 
that history is a science, no less and no more; and some 
who admit it theoretically hesitate to enforce the conse- 
quences which it involves. It is therefore, 1 think, almost 
incumbent on a professor to define, at the very outset. 
Ads attitude to the transformation of the idea of history 
I which is being gradually accomplished; and an in- 
augural address offers an opportunity which, if he feels 
strongly the importance of the question, he will not care 
to lose. 

And moreover I venture to think that it may be useful 
and stimulating for those who are beginning historical 
studies to realise vividly and clearly that the transforma- 
tion which those studies are undergoing is itself a great 
event in the history of the world — that we are ourselves 
in the very middle of it, that we are witnessing and may 
share in the accomplishment of a change which will have 
a vast influence on future cycles of the world. I wish 
that I had been enabled to realise this when I first began 
to study history. I think it is important for all historical 
students alike — not only for those who may be drawn to 
make history the special work of their lives, but also 
for those who study it as part of a liberal education — to 
4 be fully alive and awake to the revolution which is 
Jslowly and silently progressing. It seems especially de- 
sirable that those who are sensible of the importance of 
the change and sympathise with it should declare and 
emphasise it; just because it is less patent to the vision 
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and is more perplexed by ancient theories and traditions, 
than those kindred revolutions which have been effected 
simultaneously in other branches of knowledge. History 
has really been enthroned and ensphered among the 
sciences ; but the particular nature of her influence, her 
time-honoured association with literature, and other 
circumstances, have acted as a sort of vague cloud, half 
concealing from men’s eyes her new position in the 
heavens. 


The proposition that before the beginning of the last 
century the study of history was not scientific may be 
sustained in spite of a few exceptions. The works of 
permanent value, such as those of Muratori, Ducange,] 
Tillemont, were achieved by dint of most laborious and 
conscientious industry, which commands our highest 
admiration and warmest gratitude : but it must be ad- 
mitted that their criticism was sporadic and capricious. 
It was the criticism of sheer learning. A few stand on a 
higher level in so far as they were really alive to the need 
of bringing reason and critical doubt to bear on the 
material, but the systematised method which dis- 
tinguishes a science was beyond the vision of all, except 
a few like Mabillon. Erudition has now been supple- 
mented by scientific method, and we owe the change to 
Germany. Among those who brought it about, the 
names of Niebuhr and Ranke are pre-eminent. But 
there is another name which historical students should 
be slow to forget, the name of one who, though not a 
historian but a philologist, nevertheless gave a powerful 
stimulus to the introduction of critical methods which 
are now universally applied. Six years before the 
aghteenth century closed a modest book appeared at 
Halle, of which it is perhaps hardly a grave exaggera- 
tion to say that it is one of half-a-dozen which in the 
last three hundred years have exercised most effective 
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influence upon thought. The work I mean is Wolf’s Pro- 
I'legomena to Homer. It launched upon the wofld-a hew 
^ engine — donum exitiale Minervae — which was soon to 
menace the walls of many a secure citadel. It gave 
historians the idea of a systematic and minute method 
of analysing their sources, which soon developed into the 
microscopic criticism, now recognised as indispensable. 

All truths (to modify a saying of Plato) require the 
most exact methods; and closely connected with the 
introduction of a new method was the elevation of the 
standard of truth. The idea of a scrupulously exact con- 
formity to facts was fixed, refined, and canonised; and 
the critical method was one of the means to secure it. 
There was indeed no historian since the beginning of 
things who did not profess that his sole aim was to pre- 
sent to his readers untainted and unpainted truth. But 
the axiom was loosely understood and interpreted, and 
the notion of truth was elastic. It might be difficult to 
assign to Puritanism and Rationalism and other causes 
their respective parts in crystallising that strict dis- 
crimination of the true and the false which is now so 
familiar to us that we can hardly understand insensi- 
bility to the distinction. It would be a most fruitful in- 
vestigation to trace from the earliest ages the history of 
public opinion in regard to the meaning of falsehood and 
the obligation of veracity. About twenty years ago a 
German made a contribution to the subject by examin- 
ing the evidence for the twelfth, thirteenth, and four- 
teenth centuries, and he showed how different were the 
views which men held then as to truth-telling and lying 
from those which are held to-day. Moreover, so long as 
history was regarded as an art, the sanctions of truth and 
accuracy could not be severe. The historians of ancient 
Rome display what historiography can become when 
it is associated with rhetoric. Though we may point to 

6 



THE SCIENCE OF HISTORY 

individual writers who had a high ideal of accuracy at 
various ages, it was not till the scientific period began 
that laxity in representing facts came to be branded as 
criminal. Nowhere perhaps can we see the new spirit 
so self-conscious as in some of the letters of Niebuhr. 

But a stricter standard of truth and new methods for 
the purpose of ascertaining truth were not enough to 
detach history from her old moorings. A new trans- 
figuring conception of her scope and limits was needed, 
if she was to become an independent science. Such a 
conception was waiting to intervene, but I may lead up 
' to it by calling to your recollection how history was 
affected by the political changes of Europe. 

It was a strange and fortunate coincidence that the 
scientific movement in Germany should have begun 
simultaneously with another movement which gave a 
strong impetus to historical studies throughout Europe 
and enlisted men’s emotions in their favour. The saying 
that the name of hope is remembrance’*’ was vividly 
illustrated, on a vast scale, by the spirit of resurgent 
nationality which you know has governed, as one of the 
most puissant forces, the political course of the last 
century, and is still unexhausted. When the peoples, in- 
spired by the national idea, were stirred to mould their 
destinies anew, and, looking back with longing to the 
more distant past, based upon it their claims for inde- 
pendence or for unity, history was one of the most 
effective weapons in their armouries; and consequently 
a powerful motive was supplied for historical investiga- 
tion. The inevitable result was the production of some 
crude uncritical histories, written with national pre- 
judice and political purpose, redeemed by the genuine 
pulse of national aspiration. But in Germany the two 
movements met. Scientific method controlled, while the 
[* Madame dc Stael,] 
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national spirit quickened, the work of historical re- 
search. One of the grave dangers was the temptation to 
fix the eyes exclusively on the inspiring and golden 
periods of the past, and it is significant to find Dahlmann, 
as early as 1812, warning against such a tendency, and 
laying down that the statesman who studies national 
history should study the whole story of his forefathers, 
the whole development of his people, and not merely 
chosen parts. 

But the point which concerns us now is that the 
national movements of Europe not only raised history 
into prominence and gave a great impulse to its study, 
but also partially disclosed where the true practical im- 
portance of history lies. When men sought the key of 
their national development not in the immediate but in 
the remoter past, they had implicitly recognised in some 
measure the principles of unity and continuity. That 
recognition was a step towards the higher, more com- 
prehensive, and scientific estimation of history’s practical 
significance, which is only now beginning to be under- 
stood. 

Just let me remind you what used to be thought in old 
days as to the utility of history. The two greatest of the 
ancient historians, Thucydides and Polybius, held that 
it might be a guide for conduct, as containing examples 
and warnings for statesmen; and it was generally re- 
garded in Greece and at Rome as a storehouse of con- 
crete instances to illustrate political and ethical maxims. 
Cicero called history in this sense magislra vitae, and 
Dionysius designated it “Philosophy by examples”. And 
this view, which ascribed to it at best the function of 
teaching statesmen by analogy, at worst the duty of 
moral edification, prevailed generally till the last 
century. Of course it contained a truth which we should 
now express in a different form by saying that history 
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supplies the material for political and social science. 
This is a very important function; but, if it were the only 
function, if the practical import of history lay merely in 
furnishing examples of causes and effects, then history , 
in respect of practical utility, would be no more than the 
handmaid of social science. 

And here 1 may interpolate a parenthesis, which even 
at this hour may not be quite superfluous. I may remind 
you that history is not a branch of literature. The facts 
of history, like the facts of geology or astronomy, can 
supply material for literary art; for manifest reasons they 
lend themselves to artistic representation far more 
readily than those of the natural sciences ; but to clothe 
the story of a human society in a literary dress is no 
more the part of a historian as a historian, than it is the 
part of an astronomer as an astronomer to present in an 
artistic shape the story of the stars. Take, for example, 
the greatest living historian. The reputation of Momm- 
sen as a man of letters depends on his Roman History; 
but his greatness as a historian is to be sought far less in 
that dazzling work than in the Corpus and the Staatsrecht 
and the Chronicles. 

This, by way of parenthesis; and now to resume. 
A right notion of the bearing of history on affairs, both 
for the statesman and for the citizen, could not be 
formed or formulated until men had grasped the idea of 
human development. This is the great transforming 
conception, which enables history to define her scope. 
The idea was first started by Leibnitz, but, though it had 
some exponents in the interval, it did not rise to be a 
governing force in human thought till the nineteenth 
century, when it appears as the true solvent of the anti- 
historical doctrines which French thinkers and the 
French Revolution had arrayed against the compulsion 
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of the past. At the same time, it has brought history into 
line with other sciences, and, potentially at least, has 
delivered her from the political and ethical encum- 
brances which continued to impede her after the intro- 
duction of scientific methods. For notwithstanding 
those new engines of research, she remained much less, 
and much more, than a science in Germany, as is illus- 
trated by the very existence of all those bewildering 
currents and cross-currents, tendencies and counter- 
tendencies, those various schools of doctrine, in which 
Lord Acton was so deeply skilled. The famous saying of 
Ranke — “Ich will nur sagen wie es eigentlich gewesen 
ist” — was widely applauded, but it was little accepted 
in the sense of a warning against transgressing the pro- 
vince of facts ; it is a text which must still be preached, 
and when it has been fully taken to heart, though there 
be many schools of political philosophy, there will no 
longer be divers schools of history. 

The world is not yet alive to the full importance oi the 
transformation of history (as part of a wider transforma- 
tion) which is being brought about by the doctrine of 
development. It is always difficult for those who are in 
immediate proximity to realise the decisive steps in in- 
tellectual or spiritual progress when those steps are slow 
and gradual; but we need not hesitate to say that the 
last century is not only as important an era as the fifth 
century b.c. in the annals of historical study, but marks, 
like it, a stage in the growth of man’s self-consciousness. 
There is no passage, perhaps, in the works of the Greek 
tragedians so instructive for the historical student as that 
song in the Antigone of Sophocles, in which we seem to 
surprise the first amazed meditation of man when it was 
borne in upon him by a sudden startling illumination, 
how strange it is that he should be what he is and should 
have wrought all that he has wrought — should have 
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wrought out, among other things, the city-state. He had 
suddenly, as it were, waked up to realise that he himself 
was the wonder of the world. OvBeu Zeivorepov •rreXei* 
That intense expression of a new detached wondering 
interest in man, as an object of curiosity, gives us the 
i clue to the inspiration of Herodotus and the birth of 
' history. More than two thousand years later human 
self-consciousness has taken another step, and the “sons 
of flesh” have grasped the notion of their upward de- 
; velopment through immense cycles of time. This idea 
' has recreated history. Girded with new strength she has 
definitely come out from among her old associates, 
moral philosophy and rhetoric; she has come out into a 
place of liberty ; and has begun to enter into closer re- 
lations with the sciences which deal objectively with the 
facts of the universe.** 

The older view, which we may call the politico- 
ethical theory, naturally led to eclecticism. Certain 
periods and episodes, which seemed especially rich in 
moral and political lessons, were picked out as pre- 
eminently and exclusively important, and everything 
else was regarded as more or less the province of anti- 
quarianism. This eclectic and exclusive view is not 
extinct, and can appeal to recent authority. It is 
remarkable that one of the most eminent English his- 
torians of the latter half of the last century, whose own 
scientific work was a model for all students, should have 
measured out the domain of history with the compasses 
of political or ethical wisdom, and should have pro- 
tested as lately as 1877 against the principle of unity and 
continuity. That inconsistency is an illustration of the 
tenacity with which men cling to predilections that are 

[* Sophocles, Anugone, lines 331-75.] 

[** For a further development of this argument v, p. 12 and note on 
^.51.] 
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incongruous with the whole meaning of their own life- 
work. * But it is another great Oxford historian to whom 
perhaps more than to any other teacher we owe it 
that the Unity of History is now a commonplace in 
Britain. It must indeed be carried beyond the limits 
within which he enforced it, but to have affirmed 
and illustrated that principle was not the least use- 
ful of Mr Freeman’s valuable services to the story 
of Europe. In no field, I may add, have the re- 
cognition of continuity and the repudiation of eclectic- 
ism been more notable or more fruitful than in a field 
in which I happen to be specially interested, the history of 
the Eastern Roman empire, the foster-mother of Russia. 

The principle of continuity and the higher principle 
of development lead to the practical consequence that 
it is of vital importance for citizens to have a true know- 
ledge of the past and to see it in a dry light, in order that 
their influence on the present and future may be exerted 
in right directions. For, as a matter of fact, the attitude 
of men to the past has at all times been a factor in form- 
ing their political opinions and determining the course 
of events. It would be an instructive task to isolate this 
i influence and trace it from its most rudimentary form 
I in primitive times, when the actions of tribes were stimu- 
lated by historical memories, through later ages in which 
policies were dictated or confirmed by historical judg- 
ments and conceptions. But the clear realisation of the 
fact that our conception of the past is itself a distinct 
factor in guiding and moulding our evolution, and must 
become a factor of greater and increasing potency, 
marks a new stage in the growth of the human mind. 
And it supplies us with the true theory of the practical 
importance of history. 

[• The reference is to Stubbs, Lecture of 15 May 1877, printed in 
Mediaeval and Modern History^ Oxford, 1886, v, esp. pp. 83-7.] 
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It seems inevitable that, as this truth is more fully and 
widely though slowly realised, the place which history 
occupies in national education will grow larger and 
larger. It is therefore of supreme moment that the his- 
tory which is taught should be true; and that can be 
attained only through the discovery, collection, classi- 
fication, and interpretation of facts — through scientific 
research. The furtherance of research, which is the 
highest duty of Universities, requires ways and means. 
Public money is spent on the printing and calendaring 
of our own national records; but we ought not to be 
satisfied with that. Every little people in Europe devotes 
sums it can far less well afford to the investigation of its 
particular history. We want a much larger recognition 
of the necessity of historical research; a recognition that 
it is a matter of public concern to promote the scientific 
study of any branch of history that any student is 
anxious to pursue. Some statesmen would acknowledge 
this ; but in a democratic state they are hampered by the 
views of unenlightened taxpayers. The wealthy private 
benefactors who have come forward to help Universities, 
especially in America, are deplorably shortsighted; they 
think too much of direct results and immediate returns ; 
they are unable to realise that research and the accumu- 
lated work of specialists may move the world. In the 
meantime, the Universities themselves have much to do; 
they have to recognise more fully and clearly and prac- 
tically and preach more loudly and assiduously that the 
advancement of research in history, as in other sciences, 
is not a luxury, subsidiary though desirable, but is a 
pressing need, a matter of inestimable concern to the 
nation and the world. 

It must also be remembered that a science cannot 
safely be controlled or guided by a subjective interest. 
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This brings me to the question of perspective in ecu- 
menical history. From the subjective point of view, for 
our own contemporary needs, it may be held that certain 
centuries of human development are of a unique and 
predominant importance, and possess, for purposes of 
present utility, a direct value which cannot be claimed 
for remoter ages. But we should not forget that this 
point of view if legitimate and necessary, in one sense, 
is subjective, and unscientific. It involves a false per- 
spective. The reason is not merely the brevity of the 
modern age in comparison with the antecedent history 
of man; it is a larger consideration than that. 

In his inaugural lecture at Oxford sixty years ago,* 
Arnold propounded as his conviction the view that 
what we call the modern age coincides with “the last 
step” in the story of man. “It appears”, he said, “to 
bear marks of the fulness of time, as if there would be no 
future history beyond it”. He based this view on the 
ground that one race had followed another in the torch- 
bearing progress of civilisation, and that after the Teuton 
and the Slav, who are already on the scene, there exists 
on earth no new race fitted to come forward and succeed 
to the inheritance of the ages. This argument rests on 
unproven assumptions as to the vital powers and capaci- 
ties of races, and as to the importance of the ethnical 
factor in man’s development. The truth is that at all 
times men have found a difficulty in picturing how the 
world could march onward ages and ages after their 
own extinction. And this difficulty has prejudiced their 
views. We may guess that if it had been put to a king of 
Egypt or Babylonia 6000 years ago, he would have said 
that his own age represented the fulness of days. The 
data to which Arnold appealed are insufficient even to 
establish a presumption. The only data which deserve 

* 1841. 
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to be considered are the data furnished by cosmic science. 
And science tells us that — apart from the incalculable 
chances of catastrophes — man has still myriads and 
myriads of years to live on this planet under physical 
conditions which need not hinder his development or 
impair his energies. That is a period of which his whole 
recorded history of six or seven thousand years is a small 
fraction. 

The dark imminence of this unknown future in front 
of us, like a vague wall of mist, every instant receding, 
with all its indiscernible contents of world-wide change, 
soundless revolutions, silent reformations, undreamed 
ideas, new religions, must not be neglected, if we would 
grasp the unity of history in its highest sense. For 
though we are unable to divine what things indefinite 
time may evolve, though we cannot look forward with 
the eyes of 

“the prophetic soul 

Of the wide world brooding on things to come”, 

yet the unapparent future has a claim to make itself felt 
as an idea controlling our perspective. It commands us 
not to regard the series of what we call ancient and 
medieval history as leading up to the modern age and 
the twentieth century; it bids us consider the whole 
sequence up to the present moment as probably no more 
than the beginning of a social and psychical develop- 
ment, whereof the end is withdrawn from our view by 
countless millenniums to come. All the epochs of the 
past are only a few of the front carriages, and probably 
the least wonderful, in the van of an interminable pro- 
cession. 

This, I submit, is a controlling idea for determining 
objectively our historical perspective. We must see our 
petty periods suh specie perennitatis. Under this aspect the 
modern age falls into line with its predecessors and loses 
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its obtrusive prominence. Do not say that this view sets 
us on too dizzy a height. On the contrary, it is a supreme 
confession of the limitations of our knowledge. It is 
simply a limiting and controlling conception; but it 
makes all the difference in the adjustment of our mental 
balance for the appreciation of values — like the symbol 
of an unknown quantity in the denominator of a frac- 
tion. It teaches us that history ceases to be scientific, 
and passes from the objective to the subjective point of 
view, if she does not distribute her attention, so far as 
the sources allow, to all periods of history. It cannot 
perhaps be too often reiterated that a University, in the 
exercise and administration of learning, has always to 
consider that more comprehensive and general utility 
which consists in the training of men to contemplate life 
and the world from the highest, that is the scientifically 
truest point of view, in the justest perspective that can 
be attained. If one were asked to define in a word the 
end of higher education, I do not know whether one 
could find a much better definition than this: the 
training of the mind to look at experience objectively, 
without immediate relation to one’s own time and place. 
And so, if we recognise the relative importance of the 
modern period for our own contemporary needs, we 
must hold that the best preparation for interpreting it 
truly, for investigating its movements, for deducing its 
practical lessons, is to be brought up in a school where 
its place is estimated in scales in which the weight of 
contemporary interest is not thrown. 

Beyond its value as a limiting controlling conception, 
the idea of the future development of man has also a 
positive importance. It furnishes in fact the justification 
of much of the laborious historical work that has been 
done and is being done to-day. The gathering of 
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materials bearing upon minute local events, the colla- 
tion of MSS. and the registry of their small variations, 
the patient drudgery in archives of states and munici- 
palities, all the microscopic research that is carried on 
by armies of toiling students — ^it may seem like the bear- 
ing of mortar and bricks to the site of a building which 
has hardly been begun, of whose plan the labourers 
know but little. This work, the hewing of wood and the 
drawing of water, has to be done in faith — ^in the faith 
that a complete assemblage of the smallest facts of 
human history will tell in the end. The labour is per- 
formed for posterity — for remote posterity; and when, 
with intelligible scepticism, someone asks the use of the 
accumulation of statistics, the publication of trivial re- 
cords, the labour expended on minute criticism, the true 
answer is: “That is not so much our business as the 
business of future generations. We are heaping up 
material and arranging it, according to the best methods 
we know; if we draw what conclusions we can for the 
satisfaction of our own generation, we never forget that 
our work is to be used by future ages. It is intended for 
those who follow us rather than for ourselves, and much 
less for our grandchildren than for generations very re- 
mote”. For a long time to come one of the chief services 
that research can perform is to help to build, hrm and 
sohd, some of the countless stairs by which men of dis- 
tant ages may mount to a height unattainable by us and 
have a vision of history which we cannot win, standing 
on our lower slope. 

But if we have to regard the historical labours of man, 
for many a century to come, as the ministrations of a 
novitiate, it does not follow that we should confine 
ourselves to the collection and classification of materials, 
the technical criticism of them, and the examination of 
special problems ; it does not follow that the constructive 
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works of history which each age produces and will con- 
tinue to produce according to its lights may not have a 
permanent value. It may be said that like the serpents 
of the Egyptian enchanters they are perpetually swal- 
lowed up by those of the more potent magicians of the 
next generation ; but — apart from the fact that they con- 
tribute themselves to the power of the enchantment 
which overcomes them — ^it is also true that though they 
may lose their relative value, they abide as milestones of 
human progress; they belong to the documents which 
mirror the form and feature of their age, and may be 
part of the most valuable material at the disposal of 
posterity. If we possessed all the sources which Tacitus 
used for his sketch of the early imperial period, his 
Annals would lose its value in one sense, but it would 
remain to the furthest verge of time a monument of the 
highest significance, in its treatment, its method and its 
outlook, for the history of the age in which he lived. 
When the ultimate history of Germany in the nineteenth 
century comes to be written, it will differ widely from 
Treitschke’s work, but that brilliant book can never 
cease to be a characteristic document of its epoch. 

The remarks which I have ventured to offer are 
simply deductions from the great principle of develop- 
ment in time, which has given a deep and intense mean- 
ing to the famous aphorism of Hippocrates, that Science 
is long, a maxim so cold and so inspiring. The humblest 
student of history may feel assured that he is not working 
only for his own time ; he may feel that he has an interest 
to consult and a cause to advance beyond the interest 
and cause of his own age. And this does not apply only 
to those who are engaged in research. It applies also to 
those who are studying history without any intention of 
adding to knowledge. Every individual who is deeply 
impressed with the fact that man’s grasp of his past de- 
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velopment helps to determine his future development, 
and who studies history as a science not as a branch of 
literature, will contribute to form a national conscience 
that true history is of supreme importance, that the only 
way to true history lies through scientific research, and 
that in promoting and prosecuting such research we are 
not indulging in a luxury but doing a thoroughly 
practical work and performing a great duty to posterity. 

One of the features of the renovation of the study of 
history has been the growth of a larger view of its 
dominion. Hitherto I have been dwelling upon its 
longitudinal aspect as a sequence in time, but a word 
may be said about its latitude. The exclusive idea of 
political history, Staatengeschichte, to which Ranke held 
so firmly, has been gradually yielding to a more com- 
prehensive definition which embraces as its material all 
records, whatever their nature may be, of the material 
and spiritual development, of the culture and the works, 
of man in society, from the stone age onwards. It may 
be said that the wider view descends from Herodotus, 
the narrower from Thucydides. The growth of the larger 
conception was favoured by the national movements 
which vindicated the idea of the people as distinct from 
the idea of the state; but its final victory is assured by 
the application of the principle of development and the 
“historical method” to all the manifestations of human 
activity — social institutions, law, trade, the industrial 
and the fine arts, religion, philosophy, folklore, literature. 
Thus history has acquired a much ampler and more 
comprehensive meaning, along with a deeper insight 
into the constant interaction and reciprocity among all 
the various manifestations of human brain-power and 
human emotion. Of course in actual practice labour is 
divided ; political history and the histories of the various 
parts of civilisation can and must be separately treated; 
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but it makes a vital difference that we should be alive 
to the interconnexion, that no department should be 
isolated, that we should maintain an intimate associa- 
tion among the historical sciences, that we should frame 
an ideal — an ideal not the less useful because it is im- 
practicable — of a true history of a nation or a true his- 
tory of the world in which every form of social life and 
every manifestation of intellectual development should 
be set forth in its relation to the rest, in its significance 
for growth or decline. 

Cambridge has officially recognised this wider view 
of history by the name and constitution of the body 
which administers historical studies — the “Board of 
Historical and Archaeological Studies”. If that branch 
of historical research which we call archaeology bears a 
distinct name and occupies its distinct place, it is simply 
because the investigation of the historical records with 
which it deals requires a special training of faculties of 
observation not called into play in the study of written 
documents. But it must not be forgotten that the special 
historian whom we call an archaeologist needs a general 
training in history and a grasp of historical perspective 
as much as any other historical specialist. It must be 
borne in mind that this, as well as his special scientific 
training, is needed to differendate the archaeologist 
from the antiquarian of the prescientific OJdbuck type, 
who in the first place has no wide outlook on history, and 
secondly cannot distinguish between legitimate profit- 
able hypotheses and guesses which are quite from the 
purpose. Such antiquarians have not yet disappeared. 
It is significant that two brilliant historians, to both of 
whom the study of history in this country is deeply in- 
debted, built perilous superstructures in regard to the 
English Conquest upon speculations which were only 
superior specimens of the prescientific type. It is 
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earnestly to be wished that the history schools of the 
Universities may turn out a new kind of critical anti- 
quarians in Britain who instead of molesting their local 
monuments with batteries of irrelevant erudition and 
fanciful speculation, with volleys of crude etymologies, 
will help to further our knowledge of British history, 
coming with a suitable equipment to the arduous, im- 
portant and attractive task of fixing, grouping, and in- 
terpreting the endless fragments of historical wreckage 
which lie scattered in these islands. I venture to insist 
with some emphasis on this, because there are few fields 
where more work is to be done or where labourers are 
more needed than the Celtic civilisations of Western 
Europe. In tracing from its origins the course of western 
history in the Middle Ages, we are pulled up on the 
threshold by the uncertainties and obscurities which 
brood over the Celtic world. And for the purpose of 
prosecuting that most difficult of all inquiries, the 
ethnical problem, the part played by race in the develop- 
ment of peoples and the effects of race blendings, it must 
be remembered that the Celtic world commands one of 
the chief portals of ingress into that mysterious prae- 
Aryan foreworld, from which it may well be that we 
modern Europeans have inherited far more than we 
dream. For pursuing these studies it is manifest that 
scholars in the British islands are in a particularly 
favourable position. 

Most beginners set to work at the study which attracts 
them, and follow the lines that have been constructed 
for them, without any clear apprehension or conviction 
of the greater issues involved. That apprehension only 
comes to them afterwards, if indeed it ever comes. It 
has seemed to me that it might not be amiss if historical 
students, instead of merely taking the justification of 
their subject for granted, were brought at the outset to 
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consider its significance and position from the highest 
point of view — ^if they were stimulated to apprehend 
vividly that the study of history and the method of 
studying it are facts of ecumenical importance. In at- 
tempting to illustrate this — ^very inadequately in the 
small compass of an introductory address — I have 
sought to indicate the close interconnexion between the 
elevation of history to the position of a science and the 
recognition of the true nature of its practical significance 
as being itself a factor in evolution. 

I may conclude by repeating that, just as he will have 
the best prospect of being a successful investigator of any 
group of nature’s secrets who has had his mental attitude 
determined by a large grasp of cosmic problems, even so 
the historical student should learn to realise the human 
story sub specie perennitatis; and that, if, year by year, 
history is to become a more and more powerful force for 
stripping the bandages of error from the eyes of men, for 
shaping public opinion and advancing the cause of 
intellectual and political liberty, she will best prepare 
her disciples for the performance of that task, not by 
considering the immediate utility of next week or next 
year or next century, not by accommodating her ideal 
or limiting her range, but by remembering always that, 
though she may supply material for literary art or 
, philosophical speculation, she is herself simply a science, 
no less and no more. 
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2 . DARWINISM AND HISTORY* 

I. Evolution, and the principles associated with the 
Darwinian theory, could not fail to exert a considerable 
influence on the studies connected with the history of 
civilised man. The speculations which are known as 
“philosophy of history”, as well as the sciences of 
anthropology, ethnography, and sociology (sciences 
which though they stand on their own feet are for the 
historian auxiliary) , have been deeply affected by these 
principles. Historiographers, indeed, have with few 
exceptions made little attempt to apply them; but the 
growth of historical study in the nineteenth century has 
been determined and characterised by the same general 
principle which has underlain the simultaneous de- 
velopments of the study of nature, namely the genetic 
idea. The “historical” conception of nature, which has 
produced the history of the solar system, the story of the 
earth, the genealogies of telluric organisms, and has 
revolutionised natural science, belongs to the same order 
of thought as the conception of human history as a con- 
tinuous, genetic, causal process — a conception which 
has revolutionised historical research and made it 
sciendfic. Before proceeding to consider the application 
of evolutional principles, it will be pertinent to notice 
the rise of this new view. 

2. With the Greeks and Romans history had been 
either a descriptive record or had been written in 
practical interests. The most eminent of the ancient his- 
torians were pragmatical ; that is, they regarded history 
as an instructress in statesmanship, or in the art of war, 

[• Reprinted from Darunnism and Modern Sciencej cd. A. C. Seward, 
Cambridge University Press (1909), pp. 529-42.] 
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or in morals. Their records reached back such a short 
way, their experience was so brief, that they never at- 
'tained to the conception of continuous process, or 
realised the significance of time; and they never viewed 
the history of human societies as a phenomenon to be 
investigated for its own sake. In the middle ages there 
was still less chance of the emergence of the ideas of 
progress and development. Such notions were excluded 
by the fundamental doctrines of the dominant religion 
which bounded and bound men’s minds. As the course 
of history was held to be determined from hour to hour 
by the arbitrary will of an extra-cosmic person, there 
could be no self-contained causal development, only a 
dispensation imposed from without. And as it was be- 
lieved that the world was within no great distance from 
the end of this dispensation, there was no motive to take 
much interest in understanding the temporal, which was 
to be only temporary. 

The intellectual movements of the fifteenth and six- 
teenth centuries prepared the way for a new conception, 
but it did not emerge immediately. The historians of the' 
Renaissance period simply reverted to the ancient 
pragmatical view. For Machiavelli, exactly as for 
Thucydides and Polybius, the use of studying history 
was instruction in the art of politics. The Renaissance 
itself wcis the appearance of a new culture, different 
from anything that had gone before; but at the time 
men were not conscious of this; they saw clearly that the 
traditions of classical antiquity had been lost for a long 
period, and they were seeking to revive them, but other- 
wise they did not perceive that the world had moved, 
and that their own spirit, culture, and conditions were 
entirely unlike those of the thirteenth century. It was 
hardly till the seventeenth century that the presence of 
a new age, as different from the middle ages as from the 
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^ges of Greece and Rome, was fully realised. It was then 
that the triple division of ancient, medieval, and modern 
was first applied to the history of western civilisation. 
Whatever objections may be urged against this division, 
which has now become almost a category of thought, it 
marks a most significant advance in man’s view of his 
own past. He has become conscious of the immense 
changes in civilisation which have come about slowly in 
the course of time, and history confronts him with a new 
aspect. He has to explain how those changes have been 
produced, how the transformations were effected. The 
appearance of this problem was almost simultaneous 
with the rise of rationalism, and the great historians and 
thinkers of the eighteenth century, such as Montesquieu, 
Voltaire, Gibbon, attempted to explain the movement 
of civilisation by purely natural causes. These brilliant 
writers prepared the way for the genetic history of the 
following century. But in the spirit of the A ufkldru ne. 
that eighteenth-century Enlightenment to which they 
belonged, they were concerned to judge all phenomena 
before the tribunal of reason; and the apotheosis of 
“reason” tended to foster a certain superior a priori 
atdtude, which was not favourable to objective treat- 
ment and was incompatible with a “historical sense”.’' 
Moreover the traditions of pragmatical historiography 
had by no means disappeared. 

3. In the first quarter of the nineteenth century the 
meaning of genetic history was fully realised. “ Genetic” 
perhaps is as good a word as can be found for the con- 
ception which in this century was applied to so many 
branches of knowledge in the spheres both of nature and 
of mind. It does not commit us to the doctrine proper 
of evolution, nor yet to any teleological hypothesis such 
as is implied in “progress”. For history it meant that 
the present condition of the human race is simply and 
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Strictly the result of a causal series (or set of causal 
series) — a continuous succession of changes, where each 
state arises causally out of the preceding; and that the 
business of historians is to trace this genetic process, to 
explcdn each change, and ultimately to grasp the com- 
plete development of the life of humanity. Three in- 
fluential writers, who appeared at this stage and helped 
to initiate a new period of research, may specially be 
mentioned. Ranke in 1824 definitely repudiated the 
pragmatical view which ascribes to history the duties 
of an instructress, and with no less decision renounced 
; the function, assumed by the historians of the Aufklarung, 

' to judge the past; it was his business, he said, merely to 
■ show how things really happened. Nietyihr was already 
working in the same spirit and did more than any other 
writer to establish the principle that historical trans- 
actions must be related to the ideas and conditions of 
their age. Savigny, about the same time founded the 
“historical school” of law. He sought to show that law 
was not the creation of an enlightened will, but grew 
out of custom and was developed by a series of adapta- 
tions and rejections, thus applying the conception of 
evolution. He helped to diffuse the notion that all 
the institutions of a society or a nation are as closely 
inter-connected as the parts of a living organism. 

4. The conception of the history of man as a causal 
development meant the elevation of historical inquiry 
to the dignity of a science. Just as the study of bees can- 
not become scientific so long as the student’s interest 
in them is only to procure honey or to derive moral 
lessons from the labours of “the little busy bee”, so the 
history of human societies cannot become the object of 
I pure scientific investigation so long as man estimates its 
' value in pragmatical scales. Nor can it become a science 
until it is conceived as lying entirely within a sphere in 
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which the law of cause and effect has unreserved and 
unrestricted dominion. On the other hand, once history 
is envisaged as a causal process, which contains within 
itself the explanation of the development of man from 
his primitive state to the jioint which he has reached, 
such a process necessarily becomes the object of scientific 
investigation and the interest in it is scientific curiosity. 

At the same time, the instruments were sharpened 
and refined. Here Wolf, a philologist with historical 
instinct, was a pioneer. His Prolegomena to Homer (1795) 
announced new modes of attack. Historical investiga- 
tion was soon transformed by the elaboration of new 
methods. 

5. “Progress ” involves a judgment of value, which is 
not involved in the conception of history as a genetic 
process. It is also an idea distinct from that of evolution. 
Nevertheless it is closely related to the ideas which re- 
volutionised history at the beginning of the last century; 
it swam into men’s ken simultaneously; and it helped 
effectively to establish the notion of history as a con- 
tinuous process and to emphasise the significance of 
time. Ptissing over earlier anticipations, I may point 
to a Discours of Turgot {1750), where history is pre- 
sented as a process in which “the total mass of the 
human race” “marches continually though some- 
times slowly to an ever increasing perfection”. That is 
a clear statement of the conception which Turgot’s 
friend Condorcet elaborated in the famous work, pub- 
lished in 1795,’*' Esquisse d’un tableau historique des progrh 
de Vesprit humain. This work first treated with explicit 
fulness the idea to which a leading role was to fall in the 
ideology of the nineteenth century. Condorcet’s book 
reflects the triumphs of the Tiers Hat, whose growing im- 
portance had also inspired Turgot; it was the political 

[• Written in 1793 in prison before he took poison.] 
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changes in the eighteenth century which led to the 
doctrine, emphatically formulated by Condorcet, that 
the masses are the most important element in the his- 
torical process. I dwell on this because, though Con- 
dorcet had no idea of evolution, the predominant im- 
portance of the masses was the assumption which made 
it possible to apply evolutional principles to history. 
And it enabled Condorcet himself to maintain that the 
history of civilisation, a progress still far from being com- 
plete, was a development conditioned by general laws. 

6. The assimilation of society to an organism, which 
was a governing notion in the school of Savigny, and 
the conception of progress, combined to produce the 
idea of an organic development, in which the historian 
has to determine the central principle or leading cha- 
racter. This is illustrated by the apotheosis of democracy 
in T ocquevil le’s Dimocratie en Amirique, where the theory 
is maintained that “the gradual and progressive de- 
velopment of equality is at once the past and the future 
of the history of men”. The same two principles are 
combined in the doctrine of S pence r (who held that 
society is an organism, though he also contemplated its 
being what he calls a “super-organic aggregate”),^ that 
social evolution is a progressive change from militarism 
to industrialism. 

7. The idea of development assumed another form in 
the speculations of German idealism. Hegel conceived 
the successive periods of history as corresponding to the 

^ A society presents suggestive analogies with an organism, but it 
certainly is not an organism, and sociologists who draw inferences from 
the assumption of its organic nature must fall into error. A vital organism 
ind a society are radically distinguished by the fact that the individual 
:omponents of the former, namely the cells, are morphologically as well 
IS functionally differentiated, whereas the individuals which compose a 
society are morphologically homogeneous and only functionally dif- 
ferentiated. The resemblances and the differences are worked out in 
E. de Majewski’s striking book, Im Science de la Civilisation, Paris, 1908. 
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ascending phases or ideas in the self-evolution of his 
Absolute Being. His Lectures on the Philosophy of History 
were published in 1837 after his death. His philosophy 
had a considerable effect, direct and indirect, on the 
treatment of history by historians, and although he 
was superficial and unscientific himself in dealing with 
historical phenomena, he contributed much towards 
making the idea of historical development familiar. 
Ranke was influenced, if not by HegeLhimself. at least 
by the Idealistic philosophies of which Hegel’s was the 
greatest. He was inclined to conceive the stages in the 
process of history as marked by incarnations, as it were, 
of ideas, and sometimes speaks as if the ideas were in- 
dependent forces, with hands and feet. But while Hegel 
determined his ideas by a priori logic, Ranke obtained 
his by induction— by a strict investigation of the phe- 
nomena; so that he was scientific in his method and 
work, and was influenced by Hegelian prepossessions 
only in the kind of significance which he was disposed 
to ascribe to his results. It is to be noted that the theory 
of Hegel implied a judgment of value; the movement 
was a progress towards perfection. 

8. In France, Comte approached the subject from 
a different side, and exercised, outside Germany, a far 
wider influence than Hegel. The 4th volume of his 
Cours de philosophic positive, which appeared in 1839, 
created sociology and treated history as a part of this 
new science, namely as “social dynamics”. Comte 
sought the key for unfolding historical development, in 
what he called the social-psychological point of view, 
and he worked out the two ideas which had been 
enunciated by Condorcet; that the historian’s attention 
should be directed not, as hitherto, principally to 
eminent individuals, but to the collective behaviour of 
the masses, as being the most important element in the 
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process; and that, as in nature, so in history, there are 
general laws, necessary and constant, which condition 
the development. The two points are intimately con- 
nected, for it is only when the masses are moved into 
the foreground that regularity, uniformity, and law can 
be conceived as applicable. To determine the social- 
psychological laws which have controlled the develop- 
ment is, according to Comte, the task of sociologists and 
historians. 

9. The hypothesis of general laws operative in history 
was carried further in a book which appeared in England 
twenty years later and exercised an influence in Europe 
far beyond its intrinsic merit. Buckle’s History-^ Civilisa- 
tion in England (1857-61). Buckle owed much to Comte, 
and followed him, or rather outdid him, in regarding 
intellect as the most important factor conditioning the 
upward development of man, so that progress, according 
to him, consisted in the victory of the intellectual over 
the moral laws. 

10. The tendency of Comte and Buckle to assimilate 
history to the sciences of nature by reducing it to general 
“laws”, derived stimulus and plausibility from the vista 
offered by the study of statistics, in which the Belgian 
Quetelet, whose book Sur Vhomme appeared in 1835, dis- 
cerned endless possibilities. The astonishing uniformities 
which statistical inquiry disclosed led to the belief that 
it was only a question of collecting a sufficient amount of 
statistical material, to enable us to predict how a given 
social group will act in a particular case. Bourdeau, a 
disciple of this school, looks forward to the time when 
historical science will become entirely quantitative. The 
actions of prominent individuals, which are generally 
considered to have altered or determined the course of 
things, are obviously not amenable to statistical com- 
putation or explicable by general laws. Thinkers like 
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Buckle sought to minimise their importance or explain 
them away. 

11. These indications may suffice to show that the 
new efforts to interpret history which marked the first 
half of the nineteenth century were governed by con- 
ceptions closely related to those which were current in 
the field of natural science and which resulted in the 
doctrine of evolution. The genetic principle, progressive 
development, general laws, the significance of time, the 
conception of society as an organic aggregate, the 
metaphysical theory of history as the self-evolution of 
spirit — all these ideas show that historical inquiry had 
been advancing independently on somewhat parallel 
lines to the sciences of nature. It was necessary to 
bring this out in order to appreciate the influence of 
'Darwinism. 

12. In the course of the dozen years which elapsed 
between the appearances of The Origin of Species* (observe 
that the first volume of Buckle’s work was published just 
two years before) and of The Descent of Man (1871), the 
hypothesis of Lamarck that man is the co-descendant 
with other species of some lower extinct form w'as ad- 
mitted to have been raised to the rank of an established 
fact by most thinkers whose brains were not working 
under the constraint of theological authority. 

One important effect of the discovery of this fact (I am 
not speaking now of the Darwinian explanation) was to 
assign to history a definite place in the coordinated 
whole of knowledge, and relate it more closely to other 
sciences. It had indeed a defined logical place in 
systems such as Hegel’s and Comte’s; but Darwinism 
certified its standing convincingly and without more ado. 
The prevailing doctrine that man was created ex abrupto 
had placed history in an isolated position, disconnected 
[* 1859] 
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with the sciences of nature. Anthropology, which deals 
with the animal anthropos, now comes into line with 
zoology, and brings it into relation with history.^ Man’s 
condition at the present day is the result of a series of 
transformations, going back to the most primitive phase 
of society, which is the ideal (unattainable) beginning 
of history. But that beginning had emerged without any 
breach of continuity from a development which carries 
us back to a quadrimane ancestor, still further back 
(according to Darwin’s conjecture) to a marine animal 
of the ascidian type, and then through remoter periods 
to the lowest form of organism. It is essential in this 
theory that though links have been lost there was no 
break in the gradual development; and this conception 
of a continuous progress in the evolution of life, resulting 
in the appearance of uncivilised Anthropos, helped to 
reinforce, and increase a belief in, the conception of the 
history of civilised Anthropos as itself also a continuous 
progressive development. 

1 3. Thus the diffusion of the Darwinian theory of the 
origin of man, by emphasising the idea of continuity 
and breaking down the barriers between the human and 
animal kingdoms, has had an important effect in esta- 
blishing the position of history among the sciences which 
deal with telluric development. The perspective of his- 
tory is merged in a larger perspective of development. 
As one of the objects of biology is to find the exact steps 

^ It is to be observed that history is (not only different in scope but) 
not coextensive with anthropology tn time. For it deals only with the de- 
velopment of man in societies, whereas anthropology includes in its 
definition the proto-anthropic period when anthropos was still non-social, 
whether he lived in herd.s like the chimpanzee, or alone like the male 
ourang-outang. (It has been well shown by Majewski that congregations 
— herds, flocks, packs, etc.— of animals are not societies', the characteristic 
of a society is differentiation of function. Bee hives, ant hills, may be 
called quasi-societies; but in their case the classes which perform distinct 
functions are morphologically different.) 
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in the genealogy of man from the lowest organic form, 
so the scope of history is to determine the stages in the 
unique causal series from the most rudimentary to the 
present state of human civilisation. 

It is to be observed that the interest in historical re- 
search implied by this conception need not be that of 
Comte. In the Positive Philosophy history is part of 
sociology; the interest in it is to discover the sociological 
laws. In the view of which I have just spoken, history is 
permitted to be an end in itself; the reconstruction of 
the genetic process is an independent interest. For the 
purpose of the reconstruction, sociology, as well as 
physical geography, biology, psychology, is necessary; 
the sociologist and the historian play into each other’s 
hands; but the object of the former is to establish gene- 
ralisations ; the aim of the latter is to trace in detail a 
singular causal sequence. 

14. The success of the evolutional theory helped to 
discredit the assumption or at least the invocation of 
transcendent causes. Philosophically of course it is com- 
patible with theism, but historians have for the most 
part desisted from invoking the naive conception of 
a “god in history” to explain historical movements. 
A historian may be a theist; but, so far as his work is 
concerned, this particular belief is otiose. Otherwise in- 
deed (as was remarked above) history could not be a 
science; for with a deus ex machina who can be brought 
on the stage to solve difficulties scientific treatment is a 
farce. The transcendent element had appeared in a more 
subtle form through the influence of German philosophy. 
I noticed how Ranke is prone to refer to ideas as if they 
were transcendent existences manifesting themselves in 
the successive movements of history. It is intelligible to 
speak of certain ideas as controlling, in a given period — 
for instance, the idea of nationality; but from the scientific 
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point of view, such ideas have no existence outside the 
minds of individuals and are purely psychical forces; 
and a historical “idea”, if it does not exist in this form, 
is merely a way of expressing a synthesis of the historian 
himself. 

15. From the more general influence of Darwinism on 
the place of history in the system of human knowledge, 
we may turn to the influence of the principles and 
methods by which Darwin explained development. It 
had been recognised even by ancient writers (such as 
Aristotle and Polybius) that physical circumstances 
(geography, climate) were factors conditioning the cha- 
/racter and history of a race or society. In the sixteenth 
century Bodin emphasised these factors, and many 
subsequent writers took them into account. The in- 
vestigations of Darwin, which brought them into the 
foreground, naturally promoted attempts to discover 
in them the chief key to the growth of civilisation. Comte 
had expressly denounced the notion that the biological 
methods of Lamarck could be applied to social man. 

I Buckle had taken account of natural influences, but had 
relegated them to a secondary plane, compared with 
psychological factors. But the Darwinian theory made 
it tempting to explain the development of civilisation 
in terms of “adaptation to environment”, “struggle 
for existence”, “natural selection”, “survival of the 
fittest”, etc.^ 

The operation of these principles cannot be denied. 
Man is still an animal, subject to zoological as well as 
mechanical laws. The dark influence of heredity continues 
to be effective; and psychical development had [has?] 
begun in lower organic forms — perhaps with life itself. 

^ Recently O. Seeck has applied these principles to the decline of 
Graeco-Roman civilisation in his Untergang der antiken Welt^ 2 vols., Berlin, 
1895, 1901. 
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The organic and the social struggles for existence are 
manifestations of the same principle. Environment and 
climatic influence must be called in to explain not only 
the differentiation of the great racial sections of humanity, 
but also the varieties within these sub-species and, it 
may be, the assimilation of distinct varieties. Ritter’s 
Anthropogeography has opened a useful line of research. 
But on the other hand, it is urged that, in explaining the 
course of history, these principles do not take us very 
far, and that it is chiefly for the primitive ultra-pre- 
historic period that they can account for human de- 
velopment. It may be said that, so far as concerns the 
actions and movements of men which are the subject of 
recorded history, physical environment has ceased to 
act mechanically, and in order to affect their actions 
must affect their wills first; and that this psychical cha- 
racter of the causal relations substantially alters the 
problem. The development of human societies, it may 
be argued, derives a completely new character from the 
dominance of the conscious psychical clement, creating 
as it does new conditions (inventions, social institutions, 
etc.) which limit and counteract the operation of natural 
selection, and control and modify the influence of 
physical environment. Most thinkers agree now tha 
the chief clews to the growth of civilisation must be 
sought in the psychological sphere. Imitation, for in- 
stance, is a principle which is probably more significant 
for the explanation of human development than natural 
selection. Darwin himself was conscious that his 
principles had only a very restricted application in this 
sphere, as is evident from his cautious and tentative 
remarks in the 5th chapter of his Descent of Man. He 
applied natural selection to the growth of the intellectual 
faculties and of the fundamental social instincts, and 
also to the differentiation of the great races or “sub- 
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species” (Caucasian, African, etc.) which differ in 
anthropological character. ^ 

i6. But if it is admitted that the governing factors 
which concern the student of social development are of 
the psychical order, the preliminary success of natural 
science in explaining organic evolution by general 
principles encouraged sociologists to hope that social 
evolution could be explained on general principles also. 
The idea of Condorcet, Buckle, and others, that history 
could be assimilated to the natural sciences was power- 
fully reinforced, and the notion that the actual historical 
process, and every social movement involved in it, can 
be accounted for by sociological generalisations, so- 
called “laws”, is still entertained by many, in one form 
or another. Dissentients from this view do not deny that 
the generalisations at which the sociologist arrives by 
the comparative method, by the analysis of social factors, 
and by psychological deduction may be an aid to the 
historian ; but they deny that such uniformities are laws 
or contain an explanation of the phenomena. They can 
point to the clement of chance coincidence. This element 
must have played a part in the events of organic evolu- 
tion, but it has probably in a larger measure helped to 
determine events in social evolution. The collision of 
two unconnected sequences may be fraught with great 
results. The sudden death of a leader or a marriage 
without issue, to take simple cases, has again and again 
led to permanent political consequences. More em- 

^ Darwinian formulae may be suggestive by way of analogy. For in- 
stance, it is characteristic ol social advance that a multitude of inventions, 
schemes and plans are framed which are never carried out, similar to, or 
designed for the same end as, an invention or plan which is actually 
adopted because it has chanced to suit better the particular conditions of 
the hour (just as the works accomplished by an individual statesman, 
artist or savant are usually only a residue of the numerous projects con- 
ceived by his brain). This process in which so much abortive production 
occurs IS analogous to elimination by natural selection. 
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phasis is laid on the decisive actions of individuals, which 
cannot be reduced under generalisations and which de- 
flect the course of events. If the significance of the indi- 
vidual will had been exaggerated to the neglect of the 
collective activity of the social aggregate before Con- 
dorcet, his doctrine tended to eliminate as unimportant 
the roles of prominent men, and by means of this elimi- 
nation it was possible to found sociology. But it may be 
urged that it is patent on the face of history that its 
' course has constantly been shaped and modified by the 
wills of individuals,^ which are by no means always the 
expression of the collective will ; and that the appearance 
of such personalides at the given moments is not a neces- 
sary outcome of the conditions and cannot be deduced. 
Nor is there any proof that, if such and such an indi- 
vidual had not been born, some one else would have 
arisen to do what he did. In some cases there is no 
reason to think that what happened need ever have 
come to pass. In other cases, it seems evident that the 
actual change was inevitable, but in default of the man 
who initiated and guided it, it might have been post- 
poned, and, postponed or not, might have borne a differ- 
ent cachet. I mayillustrate by an instance which has just 
come under my notice. Modern painting was founded by 
Giotto, and the Italian expedition of Charles VIII, near 
the close of the sixteenth century, introduced into France 
the fashion of imitating Italian painters. But for Giotto 
and Charles VIII, French painting might have been 
very different. It may be said that “if Giotto had not 
appeared, some other great initiator would have played 
a role analogous to his, and that without Charles VIII 

^ We can ignore here the metaphysical question of freewill and de- 
terminism. For the character of the individual’s brain depends m any 
ca.se on ante-natal accidents and coincidences, and so it may be said that 
the role of individuals ultimately depends on chance — the accidental 
coincidence of independent sequences. 
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there would have been the commerce with Italy, which 
in the long run would have sufficed to place France in 
relation with Italian artists. But the equivalent of Giotto 
might have been deferred for a century and probably 
would have been different; and commercial relations 
would have required ages to produce the rayonnement 
mitatif of Italian art in France, which the expedition 
of the royal adventurer provoked in a few years”.* 
Instances furnished by political history are simply end- 
less. Can we conjecture how events would have moved 
if the son of Philip of Macedon had been an incompe- 
tent? The aggressive action of Prussia which astonished 
Europe in 1740 determined the subsequent history of 
Germany; but that action was anything but inevitable; 
it depended entirely on the personality of Frederic the 
Great. 

Hence it may be argued that the action of individual 
wills is a determining and disturbing factor, too signi- 
I'ficant and effective to allow history to be grasped by 
sociological formulae. The types and general forms of 
development which the sociologist attempts to disengage 
can only assist the historian in understanding the actual 
course of events. It is in the special domains of economic 
history and Kulturgeschichte which have come to the front 
in modern times that generalisation is most fruitful, but 
even in these it may be contended that it furnishes only 
partial explanations. 

17. The truth is that Darwinism itself offers the best 
illustration of the insufficiency of general laws to account 
for historical development. The part played by coin- 
cidence, and the part played by individuals — limited by, 
and related to, general social conditions — render it im- 
possible to deduce the course of the past history of man 

^ I have taken this example from G. Tarde’s La logique sociale^ (p. 403), 
Paris, 1904, where it is used for quite a different purpose. 
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or to predict the future. But it is just the same with 
organic development. Darwin (or any other zoologist) 
could not deduce the actual course of evolution from 
general principles. Given an organism and its environ- 
ment, he could not show that it must evolve into a more 
complex organism of a definite predetermined type; 
knowing what it has evolved into, he could attempt to 
discover and assign the determining causes. General 
principles do not account for a particular sequence; they 
embody necessary conditions; but there is a chapter of 
accidents t oo. It is the same in the case of history'. 

1 8. Among the evolutional attempts to subsume the 
course of history under general syntheses, perhaps the 
most important is that of Lamprecht, whose “kultur- 
historische Methode”, which he has deduced from and 
applied to German history, exhibits the (indirect) in- 
fluence of the Comtist school.* It is based upon psy- 
chology, which, in his view, holds among the sciences of 
mind [Geisteswissenschaften) the same place (that of a 
Grundwissenschqft) which mechanics holds among the 
sciences of nature. History, by the same comparison, 
corresponds to biology, and, according to him, it can 
only become scientific if it is reduced to general eoncepts 
{Begriffe). Historical movements and events are of a 
psychical character, and Lamprecht conceives a given 
phase of civilisation as “a collective psychical condition 
[seelischer Gesamtzusland) ” controlling the period, “a dia- 
pason which penetrates all psychical phenomena and 
thereby all historical events of the time”.^ He has 
worked out a series of such phases, “ ages of changing 

[* Bury delivered an address on Lamprecht and his method to the 
Junior Historians (a club of the younger Historical Fellows) at Cambridge 
2 March 1911. His attitude was then descriptive and so judicial that none 
of those present guessed even the limited adhesion to his views which he 
here exhibits.] 

^ Die kulturhistorische Methode, Berlin, 1900, p. 26. 
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psychical diapason”, in his Deutsche Geschichte, with the 
aim of showing that all the feelings and acdons of each 
age can be explained by the diapason; and has attempted 
to prove that these diapasons are exhibited in other 
social developments, and are consequently not singular 
but typical. He maintains further that these ages suc- 
ceed each other in a definite order; the principle being 
that the collective psychical development begins with 
the homogeneity of all the individual members of a 
society and, through heightened psychical activity, ad- 
vances in the form of a continually increasing dif- 
ferentiation of the individuals (this is akin to the 
Spencerian formula). This process, evolving psychical 
freedom from psychical constraint, exhibits a series of 
psychical phenomena which define successive periods 
of civilisation. The process depends on two simple 
principles, that no idea can disappear without leaving 
behind it an effect or influence, and that all psychical 
life, whether in a person or a society, means change, the 
acquisition of new mental contents. It follows that the 
new have to come to terms with the old, and this leads 
to a synthesis which determines the character of a new 
age. Hence the ages of civilisation are defined as the 
“highest concepts for subsuming without exception all 
psychical phenomena of the development of human 
societies, that is, of all historical events”.’ Lamprccht 
deduces the idea of a special historical science, which 
might be called “historical ethnology”, dealing with 
the ages of civilisation, and bearing the same relation 
to (descriptive or narrative) histoiy' as ethnology to 
ethnography. Such a science obviously corresponds to 
Comte’s social dynamics, and the comparative method, 
on which Comte laid so much emphasis, is the principal 
instrument of Lamprecht. 

‘ Lamprecht, Die kuliurhislorische Methode, Berlm, 1900, pp. 28, 29. 
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19. I have dwelt on the fundamental ideas of Lam- 
precht, because they are not yet widely known in 
England, and because his system is the ablest product 
of the sociological school of historians. It carries the 
more weight as its author himself is a historical specialist, 
and his historical syntheses deserve the most careful con- 
sideration. But there is much in the process of develop- 
ment which on such assumptions is not explained, 
especially the initiative of individuals. Historical de- 
velopment does not proceed in a right line, without the 
choice of diverging. Again and again, several roads are 
open to it, of which it chooses one — why? On Lam- 
precht’s method, we may be able to assign the conditions 
which limit the psychical activity of men at a particular 
stage of evolution, but within those limits the individual 
has so many options, such a wide room for moving, that 
the definition of those conditions, the “psychical dia- 
pasons”, is only part of the explanation of the particular 
development. The heel of Achilles in all historical specu- 
lations of this class has been the role of the individual. 

The increasing prominence of economic history has 
tended to encourage the view that history can be ex- 
plained in terms of general concepts or types. Marx and 
his school based their theory of human development on 
the conditions of production, by which, according to 
them, all social movements and historical changes are 
entirely controlled. The leading part which economic 
factors play in Lamprecht’s system is significant, illus- 
trating the fact that economic changes admit most 
readily this kind of treatment, because they have been 
less subject to direction or interference by individual 
pioneers. 

Perhaps it may be thought that the conception of 
social environment (essentially psychical), on which Lam- 
precht’s “psychical diapasons” depend, is the most 
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valuable and fertile conception that the historian owes 
to the suggestion of the science of biology — the con- 
ception of all particular historical actions and move- 
ments as (i) related to and conditioned by the social 
environment, and (2) gradually bringing about a trans- 
formation of that environment. But no given transfor- 
mation can be proved to be necessary (predetermined). 
And types of development do not represent laws; their 
meaning and value lie in the help they may give to the 
historian, in investigating a certain period of civilisation, 
to enable him to discover the interrelations among the 
diverse features which it presents. They are, as some one 
has said, an instrument of heuretic method. 

20. The men engaged in special historical researches 
— which have been pursued unremittingly for a century 
past, according to scientific methods of investigating 
evidence (initiated by Wolf, Niebuhr, Ranke) — have 
for the most part worked on the assumptions of genetic 
history or at least followed in the footsteps of those who 
fully grasped the genetic point of view. But their aim 
has been to collect and sift evidence, and determine 
particular facts; comparatively few have given serious 
thought to the lines of research and the speculations 
which have been considered in this paper. They have 
been reasonably shy of compromising their work by 
applying theories which are still much debated and 
immature. But historiography cannot permanently 
evade the questions raised by these theories. One may 
venture to say that no historical change or transforma- 
tion will be fully understood until it is explained how 
l^social environment acted on the individual components 
I of the society (both immediately and by heredity) , and 
ihow the individuals reacted upon their environment. 
iThe problem is psychical, but it is analogous to the main 
'problem of the biologist. 


42 



3. THE PLACE OF MODERN HISTORY 
IN THE PERSPECTIVE OF KNOWLEDGE* 


To define the position which the history of the last four 
hundred years occupies as an object of study, or to 
signalise its particular importance as a field of intel- 
lectual activity, requires a preliminary consideration of 
the place which history in general holds in the domain 
of human knowledge. And this consideration cannot be 
confined to purely political history. For political history 
is only an abstraction — an abstraction which is useful 
and necessary both practically and theoretically, but is 
unable to serve as the basis of a philosophical theory. 
Political development in the chronicle of a society, or 
set of societies, is correlated with other developments 
which are not political ; the concrete history of a society 
is the collective history of all its various activities, all the 
manifestations of its intellectual, emotional, and material 
life. We isolate these manifestations for the purpose of 
analysis, as the physiologist can concentrate his atten- 
tion on a single organ apart from the rest of the body; 
but we must not forget that jxjlitical history out of rela- 
tion to the whole social development of which it is a part 
is not less unmeaning than the heart detached from the 
body. 

The inevitable and perfectly justifiable habit of 
tracing political development by itself, and making 
political events chronological landmarks, led to an un- 
fortunate restriction of the use of the word history, which, 
when used without qualification, is commonly taken to 

Delivered at the Congress of Arts and Sciences, St Louis, U.S.A. 
(1904), and published in vol. ii of the transactions. Houghton Mifflin, 
Boston and New York (igo6), pp. 142-52.] 
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mean political history, and not history in the larger con- 
crete sense which I have just defined. This ambiguity 
furnishes an explanation and excuse for the view that 
history is subservient to political science, and that the 
only or main value of historical study consists in its 
auxiliary services to the study of political science. This 
doctrine was propagated, for instance, by Seeley, and 
gained some adhesion in England. Now if we detach 
the growth of political institutions and the sequence of 
political events from all the other social phenomena, and 
call this abstraction history, then I think Seeley’s theory 
would have considerable justification. History, in such 
a sense, would have very little worth or meaning beyond 
its use as supplying material for the inductions of political 
science, the importance of which I should be the last to 
dispute. But if the political sequence is grasped as only 
one part of the larger development which constitutes 
history in the fuller sense, then it is clear that the study 
of political history has its sufficient title and justification 
by virtue of its relation to that larger development which 
includes it, and that it is not merely the handmaid of 
political science. Political science depends upon its data, 
and, in return, illuminates it; but does not confer its 
title-deeds. 

But a larger and more formidable wave, threatening 
the liberty of history, has still to be encountered. It may 
be argued that the relation of dependence holds good, 
though it must be stated in a different and more scientific 
form. It may be said: Political science is a branch of 
social science, just as politiccil history is a part of general 
history; and the object of studying general history is 
simply and solely to collect and furnish material for 
sociological science. Thus the former theory reappears, 
subsumed under a higher principle. The study of history 
generally is subordinate to sociology; and it follows that 
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the Study of political history especially is subordinate to 
that branch of sociology which we call political science. 
The difference, and it is a very important difference, is 
that, on this theory, political history is no longer isolated; 
its relations of coordination and interdependence with 
the other sides of social development would be recog- 
nised and emphasised. But the study of general history, 
including political, would be dependent on, and ancillary 
to, a study ulterior to itself. 

Now this theory seems to run counter to an axiom 
which has been frequently enunciated and accepted as 
self-evident in recent times, namely, that history should 
be studied for its own sake. It is one of the remarkable 
ideas which first emerged explicitly into consciousness 
in the last century that the unique series of the phe- 
nomena of human development is worthy to be studied 
for itself, without any ulterior purpose, without any 
obligation to serve ethical or theological, or any 
practical ends. This principle of “history for its own 
sake” might be described as the motto or watchword of 
the great movement of historical research which has 
gone on increasing in volume and power since the 
beginning of the last century. But has this principle a 
theoretical justification, or is it only an expedient but 
indefensible fiction instinctively adopted? Is the postu- 
late of “history for its own sake” simply a regulative 
idea which we find it convenient to accept because ex- 
perience teaches us that independence is the only basis 
on which any study can be pursued satisfactorily and 
scientifically; and while we accord history this status, 
for reasons of expedience, is it yet true that the ultimate 
and only value of the study lies in its potential services 
to another discipline, such as sociology? 

It seems to me that our decision of this question must 
fall out according to the view we take of the relation of 
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man’s historical development to the whole of reality. 
We are brought face to face with a philosophical pro- 
blem. Our apprehension of history and our reason for 
studying it must be ultimately determined by the view 
we entertain of the moles et machina mundi as a whole. 
Naturalism will imply a wholly different view from 
idealism. In considering the place of history in the 
kingdom of knowledge, it is thus impossible to avoid 
referring to the questions with which the so-called philo- 
sophy of history is concerned. 

If human development can be entirely explained on 
the general lines of a system such as Saint-Simon’s or 
Comte’s or Spencer’s, then I think we must conclude 
that the place of history, within the frame of such a 
I system, is subordinate to sociology and anthropology. 

I There is no separate or independent precinct in which 
I she can preside supreme. But on an idealistic inter- 
pretation of knowledge, it is otherwise. History then 
assumes a different meaning from that of a higher 
zoology, and is not merely a continuation of the process 
of evolution in nature. If thought is not the result, but 
the presupposition, of the process of nature, it follows 
that history, in which thought is the characteristic and 
guiding force, belongs to a different order of ideas from 
the kingdom of nature and demands a different inter- 
pretation. Here the philosophy of history comes in. The 
very phrase is a flag over debated ground. It means the 
investigation of the rational principles which, it is as- 
sumed, are disclosed in the historical process due to the 
cooperation and interaction of human minds under 


terrestrial conditions. If the philosophy of history is not 
'i illusory, history means a disclosure of spiritual reality 
S in the fullest way in which it is cognisable to us in these 


I particular conditions. And, on the other hand, the 


possibility of an interpretation of history as a move- 
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merit of reason, disclosing its nature in terrestrial cir- 
cumstances, seems the only hypothesis on which the 
postulate of “history for its own sake” can be justified 
as valid. 

This fundamental problem belongs to philosophy and 
lies outside the scope of discussion. All that can be done 
for the present occasion is to assume the validity of that 
kind of interpretation which is generally called the 
philosophy of history, and, starting with this postulate, 
to show the particular significance of modern history. 
Perhaps it may be said that such interpretation is quite 
a separate branch of speculation, distinct from history 
itself, and not necessarily the concern of an historical 
student. That is a view which should be dismissed, for 
it reduces history to a collection of annals. Facts must 
be collected, and connected, before they can be in- 
terpreted; but I cannot imagine the slightest theo- 
retical importance in a collection of facts or sequences 
of facts, unless they mean something in terms of reason, 
unless we can hope to determine their vital connection 
in the whole system of reality. This is the fundamental 
truth underlying Macaulay’s rather drastic remark that 
“facts are the [mere] dross of history”.* 

It is to be observed that the idea of history as a self- 
centred study for its own sake arose without any con- 
sciousness of further implications, without any overt 
reference to philosophical theory or the systematisation 
of knowledge. It appeared as an axiom which at once 
recommended itself as part of the general revolutionary 
tendency of every branch of knowledge to emancipate 
itself from external control and manage its own con- 

[* Essay on History ( 1 828) in Miscellaneous H orki Macaulay’s meaning 
becomes clearer if the quotation is continued “ Facts are the mere dross 
of history It is from the abstract truth which interpenetrates them, 
and lies among them like gold m the ore, that the mass derives its whole 
value”.] 
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cerns. While this idea was gaining ground, a large 
number of interpretations or “philosophies” of history 
were launched upon the world, from Germany, France, 
England, and elsewhere. They were nearly all con- 
structed by philosophers, not by historians; they were 
, consequently conditioned by the nature of the various 
I philosophical systems from which they were generated; 
and they did a great deal to bring the general idea of 
a philosophy of history into discredit and create the 
suspicion that such an idea is illusory. I observe with 
interest that this Congress, in the Department of Philo- 
sophy, assigns a section to the Philosophy of Religion 
but not to the Philosophy of History. I feel, therefore, 
the less compunction, that my argument compels me to 
make some remarks about it here. 

I need hardly remind you that the radical defect of 
all these philosophical reconstructions of history is that 
the framework is always made ^^riori, with the help of 
a superficial induction. The principles of development 
are' superimposed upon the phenomena, instead of being 
given by the phenomena; and the authors of the schemes 
had no thorough or penetrative knowledge of the facts 
which they undertook to explain. Bossuet boldly built 
his theory of universal history on the hardly disguised 
axiom that mankind was created for the sake of the 
Church; but nearly all the speculative theories of his- 
torical development framed in the nineteenth century, 
though less crudely subjective, fall into the same kind of 
fallacy. 

Two of the most notable attempts to trace the rational 
element in the general movement of humanity were 
those of Hegel and Krause. They are both splendid 
failures, Hegel’s more manifestly so. They are* both 
marked by an insufficient knowledge of facts and details, 
but in imposing his a priori framework Hegel is far more 
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mercilessly Procrustean than Krause. It was the modern 
period which suffered most painfully through Hegel’s 
attempt to screw history into his iron bed. His scheme 
implies that the modem period represents the comple- 
tion of historical development, is part of the last act in 
the drama of the human spirit. This implication is pre- 
posterous. What we know about the future is that man 
has an indefinite time in front of him, and it is absurd to 
suppose that in the course of that time new phases of 
thought will not be realised, though it is quite impossible 
for us to predetermine them. This error alone is suf- 
ficient to cast suspicion on the whole edifice. For the 
stages of history, as a revelation of spirit, correspond ex 
hypothesi to the dialectical stages in the logical evolu- 
tion of the idea ; and if Hegel fixes the terminus of the 
historical evolution at a point immeasurably distant 
from the true term, it evidently follows that the corre- 
spondences which he has established for the preceding 
stages with stages in the logical evolution must be wholly 
or partly wrong, and his interpretation breaks down. 
The keys are in the wrong locks. 

Krause’s system, which has had considerable influence 
in Belgium, avoids the absurdity of not allowing for 
progress in the future — a consideration which there was 
no excuse for ignoring, since it had been recognised and 
emphasised by Condorcet. He divides the whole of 
human history, including that which is yet to come, into 
three great periods — the ages of unity, of variety, and of 
harmony — and pronounces that mankind is now in the 
third and last stage of the second period. This theory, 
you perceive, has an advantage over Hegel’s in that it 
gives the indefinite future something to do. But, 
although this Procrustes is more merciful, the Pro- 
crustean principle is the same ; there is an a priori system 
into which human development has to be constrained. 
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I am not concerned here to criticise the method on which 
Krause proceeds; I only want to illustrate by two 
notable examples, that of Hegel who ignores the future, 
and that of Krause who presumes to draw its horoscope, 
how the philosophy of history has moved on false lines, 
through the illusion that it could construct the develop- 
ment of reason in history from any other source than 
history itself. By the one example we are taught that, 
in attempting to interpret history, we must remember 
there is no such thing as finality within measurable 
distance : 

His ego nec metas rerum nec tempora pono; 

while the other example warns us that in considering the 
past it is idle to seek to explain it by any synthesis involv- 
ing speculations on the inscrutable content of the future. 

It is, indeed, curious to note how the authors of the 
numerous attempts to present a philosophical construc- 
tion of history, which appeared during the nineteenth 
century, assume, so naively, that their own interpreta- 
tions are final, and that the ideas which are within the 
horizon of their minds are the ultimate ideas to be 
sighted by man, the last ports to be visited in his voyage 
down the stream of time. It is strange how this childish 
delusion, this spell of the present, has blinded the pro- 
foundest thinkers. Hegel thought that the final form of 
political constitution was something closely resembling 
the Prussian state, that the final religion is Christianity, 
that the final philosophy is his own. This was logical in 
his case, because it was part of his view that the pleni- 
tude of time has come; yet we can have very little doubt 
that this doctrine was prompted psychologically by 
what I have called the spell of the present. But even 
those who were able, in phrase at least, to transcend the 
present and look forward to indefinite progress, speak 
50 
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and argue nevertheless as if the ideas which are now 
accessible and within the range of our vision could never 
be transcended in the course of the progress which they 
admit. The absurdity of this view is illustrated by re- 
flecting that the ideas with which these writers conjured 
— ^such as humanity, liberty, progress, in the pregnant 
meanings which those words now possess — were beyond 
men’s horizon a few centuries before. We must face the 
fact that our syntheses and interpretations can have only 
a relative value, and that the still latent ideas which 
must emerge in the process of the further development 
of man will introduce new and higher controlling con- 
ceptions for the interpretation of the past.* 

I have pointed out the common error into which 
philosophies of history have fallen, through not per- 
ceiving that in order to lay bare the spiritual process 
t which history represents, we must go to history itself with- 
out any a priori assumptions or predetermined systems. All 
that philosophy can do is to assure us that historical ex- 
.perience is a disclosure of the inner nature of spiritual 
"reality. This disclosure is furnished by history and history 
ialone. It follows that it is the historian and not the 
philosopher who must discover the diamond net; or the 
philosopher must become an historian if he would do so. 

But not only is it necessary to abandon unreservedly 
the Procrustean principle; the method of approach must 
also be changed. This is the point to which it has been 
my particular object to lead up. The interpreter of the 
! movement of history must proceed backward, not for- 
ward ; he must start from the modem period. For a thorough, 
fully articulated knowledge of the phenomena is essential 
— not the superficial acquaintance with which specu- 

[’** V. supra, pp. r 1-12, TTiis principle, which he calls that of “ historical 
relativity”, is still further developed in the Ancient Gieek Histonans, 
Macmillan (1909), pp. 250-1, and n., 252-3.] 
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lators like Hegel worked ; and such a knowledge is only 
attainable for the modern period, because here only are 
the requisite records preserved. Here only can one hope 
to surprise the secrets of the historical process and 
achieve a full analysis of the complex movement. The 
records of ancient and medieval history are starred with 
lacunae ; we are ignorant of whole groups of phenomena, 
or have but a slight knowledge of other groups; and 
what we do know must often be seen in false perspective 
and receive undue attention on account of the adjacent 
obscurities. We can survey and attempt syntheses; but 
syntheses without fully articulated knowledge are no 
more than vague shots in the direction of a dimly seen 
object. And the only syntheses possible in such condi- 
tions are insignificant generalities, bloodless abstract 
conceptions, like the dfievTjva Knprjva of Homer’s world 
of shades. The interpretation of history that shall be 
more than a collection of plausible labels must grasp the 
vital process, perceive the breath and motion, detect the 
undercurrents, trace the windings, discern the fore- 
shadowings, see the ideas travelling underground, dis- 
I cover how the spiritual forces are poised and aimed, de- 
^termine how the motives conspire and interact. And it 
jis only for the history of the last three or four hundred 
yfears that we possess material for investigating this com- 
■‘plicated process. 

And it is for the development of the nineteenth 
century that our position in some respects is most favour- 
able. It is commonly said that recent history cannot be 
profitably studied, on the ground that we are too near to 
the events to be able to treat them objectively and see 
them in the right perspective. Admitting the truth of the 
objection, recognising fully that recent events are seen 
by us “foreshortened in the tract of time”, we must 
nevertheless remember that there is a compensation in 
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proximity which it is disastrous to ignore. For those who 
are near have opportunities of tracing the hidden moral 
and intellectual work of an age which subsequent gene- 
rations cannot reach, because they are not in direct 
relation. De T^cqueyille said: “What contemporaries 
know bettertEan posterity is the mental movement, the 
general passions and feelings of the time, whereof they 
still feel the last shuddering motions {les demurs frimisse- 
ments) in their minds or in their hearts”. If this is so, it 
is one of the most pressing duties to posterity that men 
in each generation should devote themselves to the 
scientific study of recent history from this point of view. 

We may go further, and declare that, in this light, 
modern history as a whole possesses a claim on us now, 
which does not belong either to antiquity or to the 
Middle Ages. We have ourselves passed so completely 
beyond the spiritual boundaries of the ancient and 
medieval worlds that we can hardly suppose that we 
possess any greater capacity for a sympathetic appre- 
.hension of them than our descendants will possess a 
thousand years hence. Whereas, on the other hand, we 
may fairly assume that we are in a much better position 
than such remote posterity for sympathetic appreciation 
of the movements — the emancipatory movements — of 
the sixteenth, seventeenth, and eighteenth centuries. It 
therefore devolves upon us before we have drifted too 
far away to do what may be done to transmit to future 
generations the means of appreciating and compre- 
hending. In this sense the study of what we call modern 
history is the most pressing of all. 

But I have permitted myself to digress from the argu- 
ment. I was concerned to show that our only chance of 
tracing the movement and grasping the principles of 
universal history is to start with the study of the modern 
age where our material is relatively full, and proceed 
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regressively. One great mistake of those who have at- 
tempted philosophies of history has been that they began 
at the other end — not at the beginning, but at whatever 
point their knowledge happened to reach back to, per- 
haps in China, perhaps in the Garden of Eden — and 
were consequently obliged to adopt a difficult and pre- 
carious synthetic method. Precarious, because in passing 
on from one stage to another there is no guarantee, 
owing to our fragmentary material, that we have know- 
ledge of all that is significant, and therefore the syn- 
thesis which expresses the transition to a higher stage 
may be vitiated by incompleteness. We may be ac- 
quainted only with some of the forces which determine 
the sequel, and, if we proceed as though we had all 
those forces in our hands, our conception of the sequel 
will be inadequate. 

• On the analytic method, on the contrary, we start 
j from a definite terminus, namely the present — con- 
j tingent indeed, but not arbitrary, since it is the only 
possible limit for the given investigator — and in the 
first stage we have all the material, so that it is the fault 
of the investigation and not the result of accident if the 
analysis is not exhaustive. The problem then is, having 
grasped the movement of the ideas and spiritual forces 
which have revealed themselves in the modern period, 
to trace, regressively, the processes out of which they 
evolved, with the help of our records. This, at least, is 
the ideal to which the interpreter would try to approxi- 
mate. That, with fragmentary records, the whole his- 
torical movement can ever be traced by methods of 
inference, I do not indeed believe; but assuredly it is 
only in the period where the records exist that we can 
first detect the secret of the process or begin to discern 
the figure on the carpet. 

But the question will be asked: Can we define abso- 
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lutely the position of the modern period in the secular 
perspective of history? The field of what we call 
“modern history” has a roughly marked natural 
boundary at the point where it starts, towards the end 
of the fifteenth century. We may say this without any 
prejudice to the doctrine of continuity. But the phrsae 
is used to cover all post-medieval history, and therefore 
the hither limit is always shifting. For while it is usual 
to mark off the last thirty or forty years as ‘ ‘ contemporary 
history”, as years pass on the beginning of “contem- 
porary history” moves forward, and the end of the 
modern as distinguished from the contemporary period 
moves forward too. The question arises whether this 
conventional nomenclature is any longer appropriate, 
whether all post-medieval history can be scientifically 
classified as a period, with the same right and meaning 
as the Middle Ages. “Ancient History” is of course a 
merely conventional and convenient, unscientific term; 
is this true of “Modern History” also? It may be 
thought that the answer is affirmative. It may seem 
probable that the changes which began at the end of 
the eighteenth century, the great movements of thought 
which have thrilled the nineteenth century, the implica- 
tions of the far-reaching vistas of knowledge which have 
been opened, mark as new and striking a departure as 
any to which our records go back, and constitute a Neu- 
zeit in the fullest sense of the word; that in the nine- 
teenth as in the sixteenth century man entered into a 
new domain of ideas ; that of the nineteenth as much as 
of the sixteenth are we justified in saying 

Ab integro saeclorum nascitur ordo. 

If so, our nomenclature should be altered. The three 
centuries after Columbus should be called by some other 
name, such as post-medieval, and “modern” should be 
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appropriated to the period ushered in by the French 
Revolution and the formation of the American Com- 
monwealth, until in turn a new period shall claim a 
name which can never be permanently attached. It 
would follow that in the Historical Department at this 
Congress, there should be another section; the nine- 
teenth century, the more modem modern period, should 
have a section to itself. In Germany, a distinction of 
this kind has been adopted. The sixteenth, seventeenth, 
and eighteenth centuries are described as die neuere ; 
while the nineteenth is distinguished as die neueste 
Among the notes which form the stamp and signature 
of this neueste is the new historical interest, if I may 
say so, which has become prevalent in the world and is 
itself an historical fact of supreme importance. It is ex- 
pressed not only in the enormous amount of research 
that has been done, but in the axiom of “history for its 
own sake”, and also in the attempts to create a philo- 
sophy of history. It is a new force set free, which will 
have its own place in the complex of the driving forces 
of the world. It is to be taken along with the equally 
I recent development of a consciousness of our relations to 
{future generations, which is practically reflected in a 
I growing sense of duty to posterity. Both facts taken to- 
gether, the interest in human experience and the interest 
I in human destiny, represent a new sense of the solidarity 
1 of humanity, linking past ages and ages to come. In 
' other words, the human mind has begun to rise above 
the immediate horizon of the circumstances and in- 
j terests of the present generation, and to realise seriously, 
j not as a mere object of learned curiosity, the significance 
of the past and the potentialities of the future. The most 
familiar of words, //w/ and future, have become pregnant 
with significance ; they are charged with all the implica- 
tions of a new perspective. 
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It is clear that this new sense is inconsistent with the 
affirmation of Arnold and Seeley that contemporary is 
superior to preceding history by all the superiority of an 
end to the means. This doctrine expresses the attitude 
of the old unregenerate spirit. The theoretical truth 
which it contains is simply this, that contemporary his- 
tory represents a more advanced stage than any pre- 
ceding it, or, in other words, there is a real evolution. 
But for the same reason it is itself inferior to the de- 
velopment which will succeed it; and if past history is 
to be described as a means, contemporary history must 
be equally described as a means, on the same ground. 
Theoretically, therefore, this teleological argument has 
no application; it would not become relevant till the 
end of the process has been reached. But what Arnold 
and Seeley probably had most in mind was the im- 
portance of comprehending the past for the sake of 
comprehending the present for practical purposes. (This 
is now so fully understood and recognised that I have 
not thought it necessary to dwell on it to-day. It is now 
generally acknowledged, by those whose opinion need 
be considered, that the practical value of history con- 
sists not, as used to be thought, in lessons and examples, 
but in the fact that it explains the present, and that 
without it the present, in which we have to act, would be 
incomprehensible. It is modern history, of course, that 
is here chiefly concerned. Lord Acton said: “Modern 
history touches us so nearly, it is so deep a question of 
life and death, that we are bound to find our own way 
through it, and to owe our insight to ourselves * I ven- 
ture to think that Lord Acton, in this characteristic 
statement, rather strains the note; but the statement 
concerns, you observe, the practical not the theoretical 
value of the subject.) 

[* Inaugural (1895) in Modern History, Macmillan (1906), p. 28.] 
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To attempt to define absolutely the significance of 
modern or recent history in the order of development 
would be to fall into an error like that for which I 
criticised Hegel and Krause and others who thought to 
draw forth Leviathan with a hook. It is much if it can 
be established, as I think it can, that with the nineteenth 
century the curtain has risen on a new act in the drama. 
But we can be more confident in asserting negatives. 
The ideas and forces which have driven man through 
the last four hundred years and are driving him now, 
are not the last words or dooms in the progress of reason. 
The idea of freedom which the modern world has 
struggled to realise has been deemed by many the 
ultima linea rerum', but it is difficult to see how or why it 
should be final, in the sense of not being superseded by 
the appearance of higher ideas which its realisation shall 
have enabled to emerge. Or again, it is unreasonable 
to suppose that the idea of nationality which has 
recently played and still plays a great role, is an end in 
itself or more than a phase in evolution. We must 
acquiesce in our incompetence to form any scientific 
judgment as to the value or position of this stage in the 
total development. 

To state briefly the main thesis of this paper. The 
answer to the question, “What is the position of modern 
history in the domain of universal knowledge?” de- 
pends in the first instance on our view of the funda- 
mental philosophical question at issue between idealism 
and naturalism. If we are believers in naturalism, then 
all history, including modem history, has its sole 
theoretical value in the function of providing material 
for the investigation of sociological laws. It must accept 
a position such as Comte assigns to it. But if we are 
idealists, if we hold that thought is a presupposition of 
physical existence and not a function of matter, then 
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history as a disclosure of the evolution of thought has an 
independent realm of its own and demands a distinct 
interpretation, to prepare for which is the aim of his- 
torical research. The segment of history which we call 
modern, from the sixteenth century onward, occupies a 
peculiar place, because here, partly in consequence of 
the invention of printing, our materials begin to be 
adequate for a complete analysis. This gives us the 
theoretical significance of the modern period as an ob- 
ject of study; it is the field in which we may hope to 
charm from human history the secret of its rational 
movement, detect its logic, and win a glimpse of a frag- 
ment of the pattern on a carpet, of which probably much 
the greater part is still unwoven. * 


[* This seeim the natural end of the lecture but the following 
paragraph was added (Ed ) : 

“This Congress is suggestive in many ways, suggestive especially of 
the distance the world has travelled since 1804 or since 1854. There 
will be many more of its kind ; but this is unique as the first. It is not 
very bold to predict that historians of the distant future, in tracing 
the growth of cooperation and tendencies to a federation of human 
effort, which are one of the transformative influences now affecting 
mankind, will record this Congress in which we are here met together 
as a significant point in this particular stage of man’s progress toward 
his unknown destiny’’.] 
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The course of history appears in very different lights to 
those who view human movements and events as a 
logical development, and to those who view them as due 
to the play of chance except so far as they are the result 
of the conscious will and purpose of men. The first view 
has been generally held in the form of the theory of 
Providence, an external power guiding human societies 
and ordering human events according to a deliberate 
plan. It has also been held in subtler forms, of which 
we may take as representative Hegel’s concepdon of 
history as spirit realising itself in time by a process which 
corresponds to the logical process of thought. The 
second view has been expressed in the famous dictum 
that the course of the world’s history depends on acci- 
dents like the shape of Cleopatra’s nose. 

The principle known as the law of causation does not 
affect the problem. It is probably true that every phe- 
nomenon is the consequent of antecedent causes, and 
that no phenomenon contains any element which is not 
determined by a sequence of causes and effects. In any 
case it is a hypothesis which we are obliged to assume if 
the world is not to become a chaos and science to com- 
mit suicide. For as the funedon of science is to explain 
phenomena, and cxplanadon means the assignment of 
causes, it is clear that, if a phenomenon containing law- 
less elements may occur, scientific research is hopeless. 

This principle is compadble with either of these two 
views of history. According to the first view, cause and 
effect can be regarded as the machinery by which 
Providence executes its plan, or through which thought 

Reprinted from the R.P.A. Annual, 1916, pp. 16-23.J 
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manifests itself in time. And it is consistent with the 
second view, provided we give a proper meaning to 
chance. It would be inconsistent if we conceive chance 
as the intrusion of a lawless element; but our use of the 
word does not really imply this, as a little reflection will 
show. 

I visit Paris. I meet an American friend, whom I had 
not seen for years, in the Rue de la Paix. We were 
mutually ignorant of each other’s presence in Paris, and 
we describe our meeting as a happy chance. My visit to 
Paris and my walking in the Rue de la Paix at a par- 
ticular hour were the result of a sequence of causes and 
effects. His visit to Paris and his presence in the same 
street at the same hour followed upon another sequence 
of causes and effects. The collision, as we may say, of 
these two independent chains made what we call the 
chance of our meeting. 

Now, it may be said that in the case of every stranger 
whom I passed in the street there was a similar collision. 
Yes, but all these were collisions of no value, because 
they had no consequences. The meeting with my friend 
had consequences — emotions of surprise and pleasure 
for both, conversation, the arrangement perhaps of a 
future meeting, etc. A chance may therefore be defined 
as the valuable collision of two or more independent chains of 
causes — “valuable” meaning that it is attended with 
more or less important consequences. It is obvious that 
daily life, and therefore history, is full of such chances. 
Few things can happen, even carefully prepared plans 
can seldom be carried out, without the intrusion of this 
element, to however small an extent. B ut there are en d- 
less cases where chance appears to occur on a large scdle 
in history, and to modity or determine its course."A few 
ex^ples may be chosen to illustrate various types of 
historical contingency. 
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In the early years of the war between the Athenians 
and Peloponnesians, in the fifth century b.g., a plague 
broke out in Athens which devastated the population 
and affected the course of the war, causing among other 
effects the death of the Athenian statesman Pericles. The 
appearance of the microbes which caused the plague had 
its own definite chain of causes, but this sequence had 
nothing to do with the sequence of events which led to 
the war. The microbe had no interest in the war. The 
political effects of the plague were a contingency. 

The shape of Cleopatra’s nose was rightly conditioned 
by the causal sequence of her heredity. This sequence 
had nothing to do with the causes which produced the 
situation of the Roman world and the political position 
of Antony when he fell a victim to her charms. The 
collision of the two sequences modified the course of 
history. 

In the fourth century a.d. a man of exceptional dis- 
cernment, who regarded on the one hand the internal 
condition of the Roman Empire, and on the other 
Central Europe seething with populous and rapacious 
German tribes, driven by the urgency of the food ques- 
tion to seek new abodes and attracted by the rich pro- 
vinces of Rome, might easily have foretold that the 
Germans were destined to enter and occupy large 
portions of Roman territory. The German dismember- 
ment of the Empire may be said to have lain in the logic 
of the situation. The prediction would have been true. 
But before the last quarter of the century the prophet 
could not have foretold how the process of the dis- 
memberment would be determined by an event which 
had nothing to do in its origin with the European situa- 
tion. This contingent event, which we may describe as 
a historical surprise, was the invasion of the Huns. The 
irruption of the Huns into Europe was the result of a 
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series of political events in Central Asia which was 
strictly independent of events in Europe. The dis- 
arrangement of the Germanic world by the descent of 
the nomads altered at many points the natural develop- 
ment of events in Europe, with which it had no causal 
connection. 

In A.D. 1740 a memorable step was taken in the ex- 
pansion of Prussia by the conquest of Silesia. It may be 
said that the expansion of Prussia lay in the logic of 
events. This may be true, and in any case we will sup- 
pose it to be true. But the moment and method of this 
decisive step in aggrandisement were determined by 
three facts, which were independent of the needs of 
Prussia and her relation to Austria. F rederic William I 
died early in the year. This was the first fact. The second 
was the character of his successor, Frederic the Great. 
The third was the death of the Emperor Charles VI in 
October, which opened the question of the “Austrian 
succession”, and gave Frederic the political oppor- 
tunity for using the mailed fist. These facts were con- 
ditions of the Prussian attack on Silesia, and each of 
them was determined by a rigorous sequence of cause 
and effect. But each of these sequences was entirely in- 
dependent of the others. The chain of causes which led 
to the death of the Prussian King had nothing to do with 
that which led to the death of the Emperor, and neither 
had any connection with the causes which conditioned 
the character of Frederic the Great. The Silesian war 
was thus due to the coincidence of three contingencies. 

The American War of Independence may furnish 
another illustration. It may be said that the separation 
of the colonies from Great Britain must inevitably have 
occurred. This is a proposition on which it would be 
rash to dogmatise. But granting it for the sake of argu- 
ment, there can yet be no doubt that if George II had 
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been still reigning when the difficulties arose, or if 
George III had been a man of different character, the 
differences between the colonies and the mother country 
would have been amicably composed. If the inde- 
pendence of the colonies was inevitable, it would have 
come about at a later time and in another way. The 
American War, one of the most far-reaching events of 
modern history, was determined by the contingency of 
the personal character and political ideas of George III, 
which were the result of a chain of causes, unconnected 
with the relation between the interests of the colonies 
and those of England. 

Exceptional military genius is a contingency (such as 
that of Alexander the Great or Napoleon) which may 
divert the paths of history on a colossal scale. Napoleon’s 
supremacy in France was linked by a logical chain with 
the French Revolution, but conditioned by his genius 
for war. The possibility of his hegemony in Europe was 
entirely determined by his military talent. 

The triumph of Christianity early in the fourth 
century was also due to chance as above defined. How- 
ever satisfied you may be that its ultimate triumph was 
assured in view of the progress which it had already 
made, and the origin of its propagation, the circum- 
stances of its position in a.d. 300 pointed to the proba- 
bility that for a couple of centuries to come it must abide, 
at best, in the position of the tolerated cult of a minority. 
The audacity of Constantine the Great in exalting 
Christianity to the dominant place cannot be suf- 
ficiently emphasised. A revolution defiant of the wishes 
of the vast majority has never in the world’s history been 
accomplished on so large a scale. The estimates which 
have been attempted of the number of Christians in the 
Empire in the time of Constantine vary from one- 
twentieth to one-sixth of the whole population. If we 
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estimate the population at one hundred millions, it 
seems certain that there were at least ten million, but 
not more than seventeen or eighteen million, Christians. 
Of course, these figures were the merest approximations, 
but they are amply sufficient for the present purpose. 
It is obviously due to the contingency of Constantine’s 
personal characteristics, not to any manifest strength or 
equity in Christian claims, that the cult of a small 
minority was raised to the supreme place. If in the 
struggle for power a monarch of another mould than 
Constantine had emerged the final victor, Christianity 
would, doubtless, have obtained toleration, but not 
privilege. And it is hardly likely that, unassisted by the 
stimulus which privileged position and power of perse- 
cuting gave to proselytising, the Church would in less 
than 150 or 200 years have embraced such a majority of 
the population that it could have imposed upon the 
State its recognition as the exclusive religion. It is need- 
less to point out what great differences this would have 
made in the course of universal history. 

The element of contingency seems to enter into the 
history of the development of thought as well as into the 
course of external events. The logical relationship of 
Platonism to the philosophy of Socrates is clear, but it 
depended on the character of Plato’s brain, which was 
a contingency. If Plato had died in infancy, there is no 
reason to suppose that the Platonic ideas would have 
been conceived in the form in which he conceived them. 
Other different systems, such as those of Aristippus and 
Eucleides, each depending on the contingency of the 
indixddual author’s breiin, were also logical develop- 
ments of the Socratic teaching. In the same way Car- 
tesianism, it is easy to see, may lead logically to the 
system of Spinoza. But the advance on this particular 
line might not have been made if Spinoza had not lived. 

T (Jj 
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Apply this to the origin of Christianity. In this case 
we have the collision, in the brain of Paul of Tarsus, of 
conceptions and methods of reasoning derived from 
Greek sources with the traditions of the life, death, and 
teaching of Jesus, which he learnt in Judasa. The 
Pauline doctrines, from which fully-fledged Christianity 
was developed, were thus the fortuitous union of two 
different sequences, and it might easily be shown that 
further elaborations of Christian dogma, in many cases, 
depended on contingencies. A universal religion, based 
on the union of Oriental mysticism with Greek dialectic, 
was doubtless inevitable. It may also be maintained 
that the life and teaching of Jesus were a germ so strong 
in vitality that it must have developed into a universal 
religion. It is, nevertheless, clear that if the Galilean 
traditions had been manipulated by a man whose brain 
was differently constituted from that of Paul, and whose 
training had been on other lines, Christianity and his- 
tory would have been incalculably different. 

The course of history seems, then, to be marked at 
every stage by contingencies, some of greater, some of 
smaller import. In some cases they produce a situation 
to which the antecedent situation docs not logically lead. 
In others they determine the form and means of the 
realisation of a logical tendency. This conclusion is 
theoretically compatible with either of the two hypo- 
theses which I mentioned at the beginning of this paper. 
On the theory of Providence, history becomes an epic 
like the ^neid, in which all the contingencies are pre- 
arranged to work together towards a foregone con- 
clusion, with this difference — that the conclusion is not 
known. The storm which drives tineas and his com- 
panions to the Libyan shores is not an accident; it 
is devised by Juno. All the incidents which appear to 
the actors effects of entirely disconnected causes are, 
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through the operation of divine agency, displayed as 
parts of one woven chain. 

On the theory that history is a process by which 
thought realises itself externally in time, contingencies 
must be explained, if it is an explanation, by the meta- 
physical conception that contingency is a logical cate- 
gory, and therefore must be an element in the process. 
But I need not dwell on either the theological or the 
metaphysical hypothesis, each of which is improbable, 
and both of which for other reasons many of my readers 
will consider impossible. What I wish to suggest here 
is the view that a systematic study of contingencies is a 
necessary preliminary to any speculations which aim at 
historical synthesis. 

Perhaps I may further illustrate this subject by dividing 
contingencies into pure and mixed. This division is not 
strictly scientific, but is convenient. If Napoleon at an 
early stage in his career had been killed by a meteorite, 
that would have been the purest of pure contingencies. 
The fall of the meteorite on a particular spot at a par- 
ticular moment was the effect of a rigid causal sequence, 
and the presence of Napoleon at the same moment on 
the same spot was also rigidly determined. The meteorite 
was completely disinterested in his death. If his death 
had been caused by an earthquake or by disease, the 
contingency would have been of the same order, and the 
consequences the same. Both these hypotheses suggest 
that pure contingencies might be arranged in gradation 
according to frequency or probability. Death by a 
meteorite is clearly an outside chance. Death by an 
earthquake is a chance less remote. Death from disease 
IS a possibility with which one has always to reckon. But 
suppose Napoleon had been killed by the hand of an 
assassin who detested his policy. This would not be a 
i pure contingency. For the assassin was interested in 
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Napoleon’s death, and the causal sequence which led 
him to commit the act would have been connected with 
the causal sequence which rendered the great man’s 
death historically important. It can, however, easily be 
shown by analysis that a mixed contingency contains 
some purely contingent elements which can be sepa- 
rated.* 

The problem of contingencies which meets us in the 
development of human societies, though it must be 
studied separately and is profoundly modified by human 
purposes, is similar to that which meets us in the evolu- 
tion of nature. The appearance of the various botanical 
and animal species which exist and have existed seems 
to have depended on accidents. There was nothing in the 
logic of life that made the existence of an oak or of a 
hippopotamus inevitable. Nor can it be proved that 
there was anything that made the existence of anthropos 
inevitable. At the remote threshold of history we seem 
to find a primordial contingency — the origin of man. 
And we may conjecture that the origin, formation, and 
primitive development of human societies, which are 
inaccessible to our knowledge, depended chiefly on con- 
tingencies. But this soon ceased to be the case. The 
experience and knowledge of man became more and 
more important, until finally this became the pre- 
dominant factor in social evolution. It is to this that the 
historical process owes its logic, so far as it is logical. 
When we speak of a logical situation at a given moment 
in history we mean this complex factor. The logical 
consequences may be facilitated or upset, accelerated or 
retarded, by contingencies; and it is this which makes 
history so interesting and so baffling. 

[* Cf. a similar reference to Napoleon and a careful examination of 
the general relation of contingency to determinism in the Idea of Progress, 
Macmillan (1920), pp. 303-4.] 
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One synthesis may perhaps be risked. A survey of 
history seems to suggest that as time goes on contin- 
gencies will become less important in human evolution 
and chance have less power over the course of events. 
This tendency of social development to become more 
and more logical is due not only to the increase of ex- 
perience and of men’s knowledge of the conditions under 
which they live, and to their larger command over 
nature, but also in recent times to the growth of demo- 
cratic societies, the consequences being that the destinies 
* of societies are moulded less and less by single individuals. 
And the growth of knowledge itself is less casual and 
occasional; although the element of contingency is not 
. eliminated, the march of science is continuous, syste- 
matic, and imperturbable. It appears probable that as 
time advances the fates of nations will become more and 
more independent of accidents, whether more or less 
serious than the pretty face of Anne Boleyn or the shape 
of Cleopatra’s nose. 



5. A LETTER ON THE WRITING 
OF HISTORY 


PROFESSOR BURY OTl PERSONAL BIAS* 

To the Editor of the Morning Post 
Sir, 

In reference to your article on “The Writing of 
History”, it seems to me that it would be necessary first 
to elucidate two or three fundamental questions. For 
instance, Is history a sequence of contingencies, and can 
our knowledge of events of the past claim to be much 
more than & fable convenue? But to go into either of these 
problems is impossible here, it would need too much 
space and lead too far, but there is another fundamental 
question about which I will venture to make a brief 
observation. 

It seems to be always assumed as self-evident and 
universally admitted that impartiality and freedom from 
bias are indispensable qualifications in every Historian’s 
ideal of how history should be written. Here I totally 
disagree, I do not think that freedom from bias is possible, 
and I do not think it is desirable. Whoever writes com- 
pletely free from bias will produce a colourless and dull 
work. 

Bishop Stubbs, our great authority on the early con- 
stitutional history of England, has remarked somewhere, 
if my memory does not betray me, “ That it seems as if 

[* Reprinted from the Morning Post of November 30, 1926J and here 
reproduced by courtesy of the Editor.] 
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history could not be written without a certain spite ;* and 
it is a fact that the most effective histories have usually 
been partial and biassed, like those of Tacitus, Gibbon, 
Macaulay, and Mommsen, to take famihar examples. 
Is there any event or any transaction worth investi- 
gating or writing about on which the writer can fail to 
have a definite bias if the subject really engages his 
interest? And it will be admitted that otherwise he 
cannot hope to produce anything that will engage the 
interest of the world. 

No history can be instructive if the personality of the 
writer is entirely suppressed ; it will be dead and colour- 
less and inhuman, however faultless it may be in detail, 
however carefully the rules of historical method may be 


applied. 


J. B. BURY. 


Rome 


[♦ It is here that the inverted comm^ should stop. The quotationjis 
not verbal but seems to be based on the following passage : Lecture V 
of Stubbs’ Mediaeval and Modern History^ *887, p. 124, “It seems as if... 
no one has the spirit to undertake it [such work] unless he is stirred 
by something stronger than the desire of being useful, the desire of 
ventilating some party view or destroying the character of some partisan 
opposed to him”. This note is taken from my anonymous contribution 
to the Cambridge Historical Journal-, vol. ii. No. 2 [1927], p. 196 n.] 
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FREEDOM OF THOUGHT, ETC. 

6. The Trial of Socrates (1926) 

7. Freedom of Speech and the 
Censorship (1919) 




6. THE TRIAL OF SOCRATES* 


I N the history of toleration and in the history of 
Rationalism the episode of the trial and death of 
Socrates occupies a prominent place. The main facts 
are familiar, thanks to Plato, whose Apology of Socrates 
may be assumed to be known to all who are likely to 
read this paper. There is no doubt about the general 
nature of the accusations; there is no doubt about the 
death; and perhaps most people who have read the 
Platonic dialogues which are concerned with the subject 
are aware that the extreme penalty could have been 
escaped if Socrates had chosen to live. But there are 
probably many who have never realised that the trial 
has not its face-value, and that the true motive of the 
prosecution was not hatred of Rationalism. 

Socrates was brought to trial in 399 b.c., when he was 
seventy years old, on a charge of irreligion and of cor- 
rupting young men of Athens by his conversations, and 
it is surprising on the face ofit that such a charge should 
have been brought against him in his old age, consider- 
ing that all his life, and it was not a short one, he had 
been well known as a man of unorthodox views, who did 
not conceal them, and had been suffered to pursue his 
way with impunity. In his old age he had done nothing 
that was new or startling or likely to scandalise the con- 
ventional public more than it had been constantly 
scandalised before by the same bad man. If his teaching 
was dangerous, it had been just as dangerous in the past, 
for years and years. Why was it decided at this moment 

[* Reprinted from R.P,A. Annual^ 1926, pp. 17-26. This Essay 
compared with the treatment in History of Freedom of Thought 
(Williams and Norgate, 1914), pp. 30-6.] 
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to indict him? It is difficult to believe that the motive 
of those who brought him into court was simply to 
punish a prominent and loquacious Rationalist. 

There had been several trials for irreligion or blas- 
phemy at Athens during the preceding half-century. 
We are sadly ill-informed about them; but I think that 
in the cases we know of there is always reason to suspect 
another motive than sincere concern for the interests of 
religious orthodoxy. A brief survey of them will not be 
out of place; they belong to the annals of the history of 
Rationalism. The earliest and best-known case is that of 
Anaxagoras, the Ionic philosopher, who lived at Athens, 
and was intimate with Pericles. There is no doubt that 
his accusers were bitter enemies of the statesman, and 
that their real object was not to suppress the scientific 
doctrines of the philosopher, but to hurt and embarrass 
Pericles. They found themselves, however, in a dif- 
ficulty. Anaxagoras seems to have done nothing that 
could bring him under the Athenian laws against im- 
piety. Unfortunately we do not know the precise terms 
of those laws. One of them seems to have made it an 
offence not to observe the usual practices which were 
enjoined by the State religion. This law was one which 
Anaxagoras did not apparently contravene. Conforming 
to the established religious observances of a city was a 
thing that never seems to have troubled a tolerant 
ancient Freethinker. It was therefore necessary to intro- 
duce a new law which would entrap Anaxagoras. 
Accordingly, a certain man named Diopeithes persuaded 
the Assembly to pass a decree authorising any one to im- 
peach a person who did not conform to the religion of 
the city, or who taught doctrines about things in the sky. 
The teaching of astronomy was thus proscribed. As 
Anaxagoras denied that the sun and moon were deities 
and asserted that the sun was a hot mass of metal, he 
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was exposed to an attack under this decree. Pericles 
could do no more than help him to escape from Athens. 
We are told that the charge of irreligion was supported 
by another accusation of having intrigued treacherously 
with Persia. 

At a later time another indirect attack was made on 
Pericles by accusing his talented mistress, Aspasia, of 
irreligion ; but we are not informed on what conduct the 
accusation was founded. In her case, too, the charge of 
impiety was bolstered up by another charge of a dif- 
ferent kind. It was alleged that she entertained ladies 
at her house to introduce them to Pericles for improper 
purposes. Pericles went into court to defend her; and 
his eloquence and passionate pleading availed to secure 
her acquittal. 

Some years after this Diagoras of Melos — another 
foreigner — was brought to trial, on the ground that he 
had said blasphemous things about some foreign deities 
and rites which were acknowledged by the city. He had 
the reputation of being an Atheist. We do not know 
what happened to him, but it is not probable that he 
was put to death; his execution could hardly have 
escaped being recorded. It may have been much about 
the same time that the leading democratic politician, 
Cleon, prosecuted the poet Euripides, but the action 
failed. Few documents of that time would be more 
interesting than an account of this trial, of which we 
first learned only a few years ago from a short life of the 
poet discovered in an Egyptian papyrus. It is natural to 
suppose that Cleon was much less concerned with bold 
unorthodox things Euripides said in his plays than with 
criticisms on some of his own political actions. There 
was no one who would have been more indignant than 
the humane poet at the proposal of Cleon to put to death 
the whole population of Mitylene. 
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Another case of a blasphemy trial has been recorded ; 
but, though it is a rather famous one, it is doubtful 
whether it ever occurred. It is the case of Protagoras. 
But there are chronological difficulties which have led 
Mr Burnet^ to suspect the truth of the story, and I am 
inclined to agree with him. We thus reach the important 
conclusion that, notwithstanding the prevalence of 
orthodox views and prejudices at Athens, there is no 
clear evidence of a policy of pure and simple persecution 
of freethought as such. When for some other reason it 
was desired to suppress somebody, a charge of un- 
orthodoxy was a facile means to excite the prejudices of 
the average citizens who served in the jury courts. 

Whatever the true object of the prosecution and trial 
of Socrates, it was ostensibly a trial for irreligion, and it 
was staged as such in due form. 

The man who came forward as the accuser was one 
who was well known for Ids irreproachably orthodox 
opinions, just the man who would carry weight with 
jurors as a sincere champion of the gods. His name was 
Meletus. In that same year he brought another action 
for impiety, and a portion of his speech on that occasion 
has survived, which lets us sec what a fanatical person 
he was. In modern summaries of the trial it is commonly 
stated that there were two other accusers. This is cer- 
tainly inaccurate. There was only one accuser — Meletus; 
two others were prominently concerned in the trial, 
Anytus and Lycon, as opponents of Socrates. These two 
acted as synegoroi, or advocates for the prosecution. 
Lycon seems to have been almost a lay figure ; he was an 
orator, and if he had not been associated with this trial 
his name would not have been remembered. Anytus was 
one of the most influential politicians of the day, and 
there can be no doubt that but for him Socrates would 

^ Gretk Fkilosophy^ i, pp. 111--12. 
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not have been brought into court, and that it was at his 
instigation that Meletus was put up to prosecute — a 
congenial role, which he must have been only too glad 
to undertake. This is recognised in the Apology of Plato 
when Socrates speaks of his foes as “Anytus and his 
friends” — not, as we should expect, “Meletus and his 
friends”. 

In 423 B.c. the notoriety of Socrates and his followers 
reached a culminating point, when Aristophanes pro- 
duced his Clouds, in which he was lampooned for his 
scientific studies and speculations. About the same time 
other comic poets were also introducing Socrates on the 
stage. It can hardly be questioned that his theories were 
just as offensive to orthodoxy as those of Anaxagoras. 
Yet no one had cared to take any public action against 
him, and throughout the Peloponnesian War he talked 
and taught with impunity, attracting to his society young 
men of the richer classes who had leisure for philo- 
.sophical conversation. From politics he held strictly 
aloof; he had never attached himself to any political 
leader or joined any political group; and he was let 
alone, though some of his companions proved after- 
wards that they were not loyal democrats. In the 
troubles which followed the fall of the Athenian Empire, 
through the defeat at Tigospotami (405 B.c.), he was 
involved in a political incident against his will. The 
democracy was overthrown, and the oligarchy of the 
Thirty Tyrants seized the power. Two of these — Critias, 
the most important of them, and Plato’s uncle Ghar- 
mides — had been friends of Socrates. They knew that 
he was by no means an admirer of democracy, and they 
calculated that they could count on his support. They 
found they were mistaken. Nothing could justify in his 
eyes their despotism and defiance of law. Probably he 
criticised them openly, and freedom of speech could not 
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be tolerated by this unscrupulous government. We hear 
that Critias warned him that he must abandon his habit 
of conversing with the young men who were attached to 
him. After this they determined to implicate him in the 
responsibility for one of their illegal acts. They had de- 
cided to put to death a democrat, Leo of Salamis, who 
had committed no crime and had not been legally tried 
and condemned. The tyrants ordered several persons, 
of whom Socrates was one, to arrest him. Socrates made 
no reply to the command, but simply went home. He 
would, no doubt, have been executed himself for his 
contumacious disobedience if the oligarchy had not 
fallen at this juncture. 

It might have been thought that this incident would 
have been enough to make him a persona grata with the 
democracy, however unpopular he might have been be- 
fore, and serve to cancel suspicions that he was disloyal ; 
that at the least he would have been as fully tolerated 
by the new democracy as he had been by the old. But 
the Athenians were too intelligent to imagine that his 
views about democracy had changed. They understood 
that his protest against the execution of Leo of Salamis 
was not made because Leo was a democrat, but because 
the act was tyrannous and illegal. For some time the 
restored democracy did not feci itself very secure, and 
one can understand that it appeared to some to be 
dangerous to have his polite but effective tongue at large 
criticising democracy in general with the utmost 
urbanity. 

Anytus, a man who was honest and sincere and highly 
reputed, was of this opinion, and came to the conclusion 
that Socrates must be silenced or got rid of in some way. 
No political charge was possible, and Socrates had not 
broken the law. The only weapon that could be used 
was the prejudice against his religious heresies. And for 
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warfare of that kind Meletus was obviously the right 
man. 

There were, however, rather awkward difficulties 
which hampered the prosecution. One of the most 
statesmanlike acts of the restored democracy was the 
amnesty which gave immunity to all citizens for any- 
thing they had done before the year 403 ; and no one was 
more earnest about observing this act loyally and 
strictly than Anytus. This precluded the prosecution 
from bringing up against Socrates his compromising 
intimacies with Alcibiades or any of the enemies of the 
democracy. In the second place, there had been a 
thoroughgoing revision of the laws, and one result of 
this was that no decrees which had been passed before 
403 B.c. retained their validity, so that no one could now 
be indicted under the decree of Diopeithes which had 
been levelled against Anaxagoras. The vagueness of the 
accusation which it was agreed to formulate indicates 
the embarrassment. It ran thus ; Socrates is guilty of not 
worshipping the gods whom the city worship, and of 
introducing religious novelties. He is guilty also of cor- 
rupting the young men. 

This is well attested as the literal text of the charge. 
Plato and Xenophon agree, and there is a confirmatory 
record which seems to have been derived from the 
official document presert'ed in the archives of the King 
Archon before whom the action was originally filed. ^ 

It seems legitimate to infer that the Laws of Solon, 
which remained valid, contained an enactment which 
made religious observances compulsory and another 
which made “corrupting” the young a legal offence. 
But it is a puzzle what the religious novelties were that 
Socrates was alleged to have introduced. This is left 
vague; there is even a difficulty about the precise 

^ Sec Diogenes Laertiiis^ ii, 4.0. 
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meaning of the Greek phrase {kaim daimonia) which is 
generally translated “strange divinities”, but which, 
according to Mr Burnet, means “strange religious 
observances”. 

We do not possess the speech of the accuser Meletus ; 
it could have been preserved only if he had chosen to 
publish it himself, and perhaps he was not very proud 
of the performance. The sources for the trial are Plato’s 
Apology and two works of Xenophon — the Apology, a 
brochure on the subject of the way in which Socrates 
defended himself, containing what professes to be a brief 
abstract of what he said; and the Memorabilia of 
Socrates, in which much the same ground is traversed. 
Xenophon was not present at the trial; he was in the 
East with the Ten Thousand; on his return to Athens 
he obtained his information at secondhand, especially 
from Hermogenes, who had been one of the companions 
of Socrates. 

Plato was in court and heard the whole proceedings. 
How close his Apology is to the original speech of Socrates 
is a question on which different views have been held, 
and which, as Mr Jowett said, admits of no precise 
solution. It is certain that Plato’s work is not a report 
in anything like our sense of the word. When an orator 
published a speech he had delivered, he revised and im- 
proved its literary form, and there can be no doubt that 
Plato took pains to make his master’s defence a work of 
art. But how far did he permit himself to go in taking 
hberties with what Socrates had said? Keeping to the 
general tenor of the argument, did he add to it or did he 
omit? For one thing, it seems improbable that the 
prisoner, after sentence had been passed, would have been 
allowed to address a portion of the jury on the subject 
of death, as Plato makes him do. We can hardly help 
believing that this last section of the speech was an ad- 
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dition of Plato, designed to make the whole trial look 
like a beautiful work of art. And if this is admitted, the 
general considerations which have led some of the best 
and most recent critics to regard Plato’s Apology as a 
trustworthy and generally accurate version of what 
Socrates actually said cannot be taken as conclusive. 
There may have been additions to or enlargements of 
his argument. And then what about omissions? 

Now, Socrates had a complete answer to the first 
charge in the indictment, that he did not worship the 
gods of the city or observe its religious observances — a 
simple denial, supported by witnesses, that the accusa- 
tion was true; and it is almost incredible that he should 
not have said so. In Plato he says nothing of the kind. But 
in Xenophon’s Apology he says so emphatically : “ I should 
like to know on what grounds Meletus asserts that I do 
not worship the gods worshipped by the city, for at 
public festivals I am seen saerifieing at the public altars, 
and Meletus could have seen me, if he wished”. It is 
hard to believe that Socrates could have omitted to 
make this simple direct statement of fact, and 1 have no 
hesitation in accepting this from Xenophon and in re- 
garding it as a point which Plato has omitted. 

Another remarkable difference between the two de- 
fences is the treatment of the charge of introducing 
religious novelties. In Plato’s defence this is referred to 
only for the purpose of showing that it is inconsistent 
with the allegation that he did not acknowledge the 
gods, and no hint is given of the precise meaning of 
kaina daimonia. Meletus, however, was absolutely bound 
to explain its meaning in order to justify the accusation. 
In Xenophon’s defence, on the other hand, it is ex- 
plained as meaning that Socrates professed to hear a 
divine voice which warned him what to do. Socrates 
did not deny it, but replied that to be warned by an 
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inner voice was not to introduce a new religious practice ; 
an inner voice is in exactly the same category as the voice 
of an oracle, or omens from birds, or the prophecies of 
seers. He added that he sometimes communicated to 
friends the counsels of the gods conveyed by this inner 
voice, and that none of them had ever proved false. At 
this point, Xenophon records, there were interruptions 
on the part of the judges, of whom some were incredulous 
and others envied him for his access to greater gods than 
they had access to themselves. Then Xenophon says 
Socrates told the story of the oracle which Apollo gave 
at Delphi to his companion Chasrephon, which Plato 
introduces in a different connection and a different and 
much more impressive form. I cannot resist the con- 
clusion that here again Plato has omitted a part of the 
original speech. 

The other charge of corrupting the young men is 
dealt with very slightly in Plato’s Apology, and what 
Socrates says there leads one to suppose that Meletus 
had dwelt merely or mainly on the corruption con- 
sisting in communicating the irreligious views of which 
the defendant was accused in the first clauses of the in- 
dictment. This brings us to another problem; Does 
Plato’s Apology supply a complete account of the trial? 
It seems clear that what Socrates says is a reply only to 
the speech of Meletus, and that the advocates Any tus and 
Lycon have not yet spoken in his support. It is natural 
to infer that they spoke after Socrates. Socrates did not 
employ advocates ; if he had, they would have replied 
to Anytus and Lycon. The evidence points to the 
conclusion that it was arranged that Meletus should 
deal with the charges of irreligion, and that Anytus 
should develop the charge of corrupting the young 
men. 

To justify and explain this conclusion I must refer to 
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a polemical work which appeared at Athens subse- 
quently to the death of Socrates. Between the years 394 
and 390 B.c. an attack upon Socrates was published by 
a sophist named Polycrates. It has been plausibly con- 
jecturedi that the motive of this attack was to furnish a 
counterblast to Plato’s Gorgias, which may have ap- 
peared in 394 B.c. or soon after, and contains a very 
unfavourable criticism of Themistocles and Cimon, 
Thucydides and Pericles, the leading statesmen of the 
old Athenian democracy, who were the dii minores of men 
like Anytus. Plato puts this criticism in the mouth of 
Socrates; but it is probable that the Platonic Socrates 
says much more severe things than the actual Socrates 
ever said. The work of Polycrates was put in the shape 
of a prosecuting speech, pretending to be the speech 
Anytus delivered in the trial of 399 b.c. It is not pre- 
served, but we virtually know its tenor. For it imposed 
in later times on readers as being what it feigned to be ; 
and among others it imposed on the rhetorician Liba- 
nius, nearly 800 years later (in the second half of the 
fourth century a.d.), and he conceived the not unhappy 
idea of composing a reply to it as a rhetorical exercise. 
This reply is preserved among his declamations, and the 
German philologist L. Dindorf made the discovery that 
it was a reply to the work of Polycrates. Every one now 
recognises that this is true. And as Libanius takes the 
fictitious speech of Anytus, point by point, the lost work 
of Polycrates can be reconstructed. 

This lost work has, I think, some importance for the 
actual trial of Socrates, at which Polycrates may or may 
not have been present. His attack dwelled entirely on 
the charge of corrupting the young, and was put into 
the mouth of Anytus. This may be taken to support the 
conjecture made above, that this part of the charge was 

' By Mr U. von Wilamowitz-Mollendorff. 
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left to Anytus, while the religious side was handled by 
Meletus. Polycrates would have been likely so far to 
keep to fact. 

It may also be noticed that Libanius takes the same 
view of the proceedings of the trial that has just been 
suggested. After Meletus, Anytus comes forward with an 
ill-natured speech, and then Lycon reviles the accused. 
“Are we, the friends of Socrates, to listen to the evil 
speaking of these two and sit dumb? I will confront 
Anytus”, says the orator of Libanius. This shows that he 
imagined Meletus to have been answered by Socrates 
before Anytus spoke. 

The Anytus of Polycrates was not restricted, as the 
Anytus of history was, by considerations of the amnesty. 
He was quite free to paint a lurid picture of the tyranny 
of Critias and his associates, and to attribute their evil 
doings to the malign influence of Socrates. He could 
recite with rhetorical indignation the iniquities and 
levities of Alcibiades and his treachery to Athens, and 
represent his whole discreditable career as a fruit of the 
corrupting discourses of the philosopher. It seems 
pretty certain that Polycrates would have included in 
his arraignment the evidence that was actually brought 
forward at the trial as to the corrupting character of 
the conversations of Socrates, and therefore his attack 
may contain material which may give us informa- 
tion about that part of the trial of which Plato tells us 
nothing. 

Among such borrowings from the actual speech of 
Anytus comes first the charge of attacking the classical 
poets, especially Homer, Hesiod, Theognis, and Pindar 
(Libanius, chap. 62 sqq.). Socrates, no doubt, did con- 
stantly criticise passages in the poets and censure their 
sentiments, and a clever advocate could easily make out 
a case which would carry weight with a prejudiced 
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public, that he taught disrespect and irreverence for the 
inspired teachers of wisdom and virtue. The absurdity 
of such an obscurantist attitude is very judiciously ex- 
posed by Libanius. 

Another point which Anytus might have introduced 
into his denunciation is that Socrates hated democracy 
as a form of government, and constantly ridiculed it 
(Libanius, chap. 54 sqq .) — a charge which he could 
probably have made good without touching on any 
forbidden ground. It seems also extremely likely that 
another point urged by Anytus to substantiate the charge 
of corrupting the young men was the habit of Socrates 
to find fault with Athenian institutions and customs 
(Libanius, chap. 80 sqq.). Evidence for all this could 
easily have been collected and produced in court. An- 
other insinuation which Anytus may have possibly 
made is that Socrates induced or encouraged people to 
spend an ideal life and neglect their business (Libanius, 
chap. 127) for the sake of unprofitable speculations. 
I thus suggest that the whole portion of the work of 
Polycrates corresponding to chapters 54-135 of the reply 
of Libanius may have reproduced the tenor of what 
Anytus actually said in court, and, if so, it had probably 
much more weight with the judges than the flag of 
orthodoxy waved by Meletus. 

On one point all those who heard the speech of 
Socrates at his trial seem to have been agreed, so we are 
told by Xenophon {Apology, i), and that was the lofty 
superior tone he adopted towards his judges. His com- 
panions were surprised at it, as it was manifestly foolish 
in a man who was being tried for his life to adopt an 
attitude which those on whom the verdict depended 
would regard as insolent bravado. Hence some of them 
drew the conclusion that he preferred death to life, as a 
way of avoiding the pains and weaknesses of old age, 
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being determined to seal his own doom, and to avert 
the undesirable issue of an acquittal. 

This theory strikes one as fantastic. Socrates was 
barely seventy years old. He had an unusually strong 
constitution, and was in good health. If he had to die, 
he, like any other philosophically minded person, might 
have considered the avoidance of old age a mitigation 
of a premature fate; but to act deliberately for the 
purpose of ensuring such a fate would have been as 
morbid as to commit suicide. And that is contrary to 
all our ideas of the character of Socrates. 

There is really no need of any explanation of the tone 
of superiority which characterises the speech, as re- 
ported by Plato, It is the natural expression of his deep 
conviction of the reasonableness and rightness of his own 
life and conduct, and he saw no cause for condescending 
from it in order to conciliate. The verdict of Guilty did 
not mean that he must die. The majority of the votes 
which condemned him was not enormous, and there is 
hardly a doubt that, if he had proposed banishment tis 
his punishment, that would have been accepted by the 
court instead of death, which had been proposed by the 
prosecution. This is most probably the result which 
Anytus expected, and would have preferred. Socrates 
declined to do this ; he proposed a derisory fine, which 
the court would not accept. The Judges, therefore, being 
obliged to choose between the penalties proposed by the 
accuser and the accused, in accordance with the curious 
law governing cases of this kind in which there was no 
legally prescribed penalty, were forced to pass the 
sentence of death. 

I can find no evidence that Socrates wished to die. 
But, and this is quite a different thing, he wished to live 
only on his own terms. After his condemnation he had 
the choice between two alternatives; death or exile. It 
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was a hedonistic calculation, and he states quite dis- 
tinctly in Plato’s Apology why exile seems to him the less 
tolerable of the two : 

If I say exile, I must indeed be blinded by the love of life 
if I am so irrational as to expect that, when you who are my 
own citizens cannot endure my discourses and words, and 
have found them so grievous and odious that you would fain 
have done with them, others arc likely to endure me. No, 
indeed, men of Athens, that is not very likely. And what a 
life should I lead, at my age, wandering from city to city, 
living in everchanging exile, and always being driven out! 
For I am quite sure that into whatever place I go, as there 
as here, the young men will come and listen to me; and if 
I drive them away, their elders will drive me out at their 
desire; and if I let them come, their fathers and friends will 
drive me out for their sakes.^ 

The peculiar interest of the end of Socrates lies in the 
fact that it was a rational choice between two fates— 
between death, of which neither he nor any one else 
knew the nature or meaning, and banishment, of which 
he had calculated the probable pains and miseries. He 
was clear-sighted and strong-minded enough not to 
allow reason to be defeated by the natural instinct of 
clinging to life at any cost. 

He goes on then to the crucial point : 

Some one will say: Yes, Socrates, but cannot you hold 
your tongue, and then you may go into a foreign city, and 
no one will interfere with you? Now I have a great diffi- 
culty in making you understand my answer to this. For if 
I tell you that to do as you say would be a disobedience to 
the God, and therefore that I cannot hold my tongue, you 
will not believe that I am serious ; and if I say again that the 
greatest good of man is daily to converse about virtue and 
all that concerning which you hear me examining myself 
and others, and that the life which is unexamined is not 
worth living, you are still less likely to believe me. 
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If Socrates could have resigned himself to giving up 
the excitement of “conversing daily about virtue”, he 
might have avoided the trial altogether. He could have 
gone to Anytus and given an undertaking to abandon 
his habit of holding conversations which were so dis- 
agreeable to the democrats. There can be no doubt that 
his promise would have been accepted and the prosecu- 
tion dropped. But he would risk death rather than con- 
sent to what would make life worthless for him. He 
would live only upon his own terms. He cannot fitly be 
called a martyr, except in the wide, vague sense in 
which that word is often applied to any victim of in- 
tolerance. If he bore witness to any cause, it was to the 
cause of freedom of speech. 
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7. FREEDOM OF SPEECH AND 
THE CENSORSHIP* 

Misgivings have been felt during the present War at the 
policy of the Government in yielding to the alleged 
necessity of placing restrictions on the free expression of 
opinion. I am not thinking of the people, comparatively 
few, who have personally suffered from the censorship, 
but of others who, though far from wishing to publish 
anything that could embarrass the Government in the 
conduct of the War, have been unable to help feeling 
something like dismay at coercive measures that seemed 
to defy and menace the principles which Mill’s classical 
essay On Liberty were supposed to have definitely estab- 
lished. Misgivings of this kind have been expressed 
from time to time, and must be entertained by many 
who have not expressed them — misgivings as to the 
defensibility of a censorship of opinion in any circum- 
stances whatever. Is this coercion justified by the 
reasons, primd facie cogent, which prompted it; by the 
desirability of suppressing speech and discussion which 
might weaken, however little, our efforts in the struggle 
or those of our Allies, or encourage, however little, the 
efforts of our enemies, or play, however slightly, into 
their hands ? If we have to admit that some coercion is 
unavoidable in our present situation, is the general 
doctrine laid down by Mill, and widely accepted as 
almost axiomatic, in jeopardy? Can a theoretical 
principle be sound if its adherents, under the stress of 
harsh facts, are driven to admit exceptions, or to resort 
to new interpretations? 

The importance of the doctrine that perfect liberty of 

[* R,P.A, Annual, 1919, pp. i6-ig.] 
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discussion is a fundamental condition of social progress 
was recently impressed upon the Working Men’s Club 
and Institute Union in the presidential address delivered 
last May by Mr J. J. Dent, who kindly sent me a copy 
of his thoughtful discourse. He quoted some remarks of 
mine, among which was this: 

The considerations of permanent utility on which it [the 
doctrine in question] rests must outweigh any calculation of 
present advantage which, from time to time, might be 
thought to demand its violation.* 

In writing these words in the days before the Flood — it 
was 1912 — I thought as little of a situation such as that 
which now confronts the allied countries as Mill did 
when he wrote his essay in the middle of the nineteenth 
century. Does this statement require modification? 
When common-sense declares that restrictions on the 
publication of opinions at such a crisis as this are neces- 
sary, is common-sense mistaken, or can the doctrine of 
freedom be reconciled to it, without losing its general 
validity? 

The political theory which is developed in Mill’s 
essay, and lies behind most of his arguments, was widely 
held in Victorian England as self-evidently true. It 
coincides in general spirit with the doctrines of Bentham 
and Spencer. In Europe, outside England, it never 
prevailed. Government is regarded as an evil, un- 
fortunately indispensable, and its legitimate functions 
are contracted to the narrowest possible limits. This 
view, which inspired the old Liberalism, has been 
discredited by later criticism. It rests on assumptions 
concerning the nature of society and the social relations 
of the individual which do not sustain a penetrating 
scrutiny, and probably no political thinker would now 
accept it as a true theory of the functions of the State. 

[♦ Historyof Freedom of Thought (yii\\i?iras&nd'^ox%a.tc, 1914)^ p. 239.] 
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Yet, even when the rightful action of the State is re- 
duced to Mill’s minimum, the principle which he lays 
down as entitled to govern absolutely the dealings of 
society with the individual might be held to cover the 
present case. The principle is that 

The sole end for which mankind are warranted, indi- 
vidually or collectively, in interfering with the liberty of 
action of any of their number is self-protection. That the 
only purpose for which power can be rightfully exercised 
over any member of a civilised community, against his will, 
is to prevent harm to others. 

This principle would clearly entitle a Government to 
apply compulsion if it is convinced that the publication 
of certain opinions would cause the risk of prolonging a 
war or of weakening the defence of the society against 
its enemies, as this risk means the risk of causing harm 
to others.^ 

But, it will be said, while a Government has indis- 
putably a right to take legal measures to prevent harm 
to others, is it not unwisdom and contrary in the long 
run to social utility to limit that complete freedom of 
speech which is a fundamental condition of progress so 
important that it ought to prevail over all considerations 
of immediate expediency? Granting that the publica- 
tion of certain opinions is in present circumstances dis- 
tinctly undesirable, that it may tend to jeopardise our 
victory, yet, from a higher point of view, the main- 
tenance of free speech is of such radical and permanent 
importance that to curtail it is as unjustifiable as it 
would be, say, to reduce a population temporarily to a 


^ Such a coercion is a milder exercise of the rights of society than con- 
scription, for which Mill implicitly supplies the justification in chap, iv 
when he says that the individual is bound to bear his share “ of the labours 
and sacrifices incurred for defending the society or its members from 
injury and molestation 
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condition of slavery for the sake of ensuring victory in an 
admittedly good cause. 

An answer to this might be attempted by reverting to 
the reasons which establish freedom of discussion as an 
overmastering principle. They are developed in chap, ii, 
the most valuable part of Mill’s essay, because it is not 
compromised by the precariousness of his political 
theory. It v/ould be too long to reproduce or even con- 
dense his arguments here, but their upshot is that per-' 
feet freedom of discussion is the only means of attaining 
such certainty as a fallible being may attain. 

The beliefs which we have most warrant for have no safe- 
guard to rest on, but a standing invitation to the whole 
world to prove them unfounded. If the challenge is not 
accepted, or is accepted and the attempt fails, we are far 
enough from certainty still; but we have done the best that the 
existing state of human reason admits of; we have neglected 
nothing that could give the truth the chance of reaching us. 

Hence the supreme social utility of unstifled discussion. 
There is a debatable subject, and the free expression of 
opinions is the means of ventilating it and approaching 
the truth. To silence any opinion is an injury to society, 
is (to use Mill’s words) “robbing the human race”. 
But observe what the assumption is. The sphere in 
which truth is to emerge by unrestricted freedom of 
speech is the sphere of argumentative debate; it is not 
the sphere of arms. If, for instance, the issue between 
the Entente and the Central Powers were being fought 
with word and pen, and not on the battlefield, it would 
be criminal in any of the Entente Governments to 
silence the voices of minorities among their own people 
who supported the views of the Central Powers. But 
when the debate is being conducted on the battlefield 
the issue is removed from the sphere of argument, where 
alone prevail the conditions in which the free expression 
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of opinion can be of supreme social utility. It may, 
therefore, be argued that in these circumstances the 
principle ceases to be unreservedly valid so far as the 
questions are concerned which have been committed 
to the arbitration of Mars. 

This answer is not altogether satisfactory. Especially, 
it does not meet the point that the principle whose sus- 
pension it would justify has such universal validity that 
it is wrong to over-ride it for the sake of any immediate 
particular utility. A truer answer is that every social 
principle is subject to the general limiting rule that it 
must not endanger its own existence. In circumstances 
where its operation means its possible destruction a self- 
contradiction emerges; and in such a case we are not 
really true to it if we risk its permanent interests by 
adhering to it absolutely. Fiat justitia, ruat caelum is a 
maxim which would lose its validity in a case where 
the catastrophe involved the disappearance of justice 
itself. Apply this to the present situation. The large 
majority of our society see in the War a defence of free- 
dom against tyranny; we are convinced that our enemies 
threaten the cause of liberty throughout the world. If 
the unreserved maintenance of the particular liberty of 
discussion endangers in any way the triumph of a cause 
which includes itself, that is a self-contradiction which 
can be reasonably overcome only by sacrificing the 
lesser to the greater, the temporary to the permanent. 
War offers an analogous case. If a society devoted to 
the idea of universal peace and abhorring physical 
violence as a supreme evil encounters a situation in 
which resort to physical violence is the only means of 
rescuing the world from an order founded on physical 
violence, it must transgress its principle in order to save 
it. The principle ceases to be valid at the point at which 
its operation would be suicidal. 
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If we agree that all general principles of conduct are 
limited by the more general principle that they must not 
frustrate or destroy themselves, the statement quoted 
from myself at the beginning of this paper is not com- 
promised by the admission that a certain censorship of 
opinion is necessary during the present War. 
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8. THE CONSTITUTION OF THE 
LATER ROMAN EMPIRE* 


T he forms of government which are commonly- 
classified as absolute monarchies have not re- 
ceived the same attention or been so carefully 
analysed as those forms which are known as republics 
and constitutional monarchies. There is a considerable 
literature on absolute monarchy considered theoretically, 
in connexion with the question of Divine Right, but the 
actual examples which history offers of this kind of 
government have not been the subject of a detailed 
comparative study. Montesquieu, for instance, treats 
them indiscriminately as despotisms. Probably the 
reason lies in the apparent simplicity of a constitution, 
by which the supreme power is exclusively vested in one 
man. When we say that the monarch’s will is supreme, 
we may seem to say all there is to be said. The Later 
Roman Empire is an example of absolute monarchy, 
and I propose to show that so far as it is concerned there 
is a good deal more to be said. 

The term absolute monarchy is appUed in contra- 
distinction to limited or constitutional monarchy. 
I understand the former to mean that the whole legis- 
lative, judicial, and executive powers of the state are 
vested in the monarch, and there is no other inde- 
pendent and concurrent authority.^ The latter means 
that besides the so-called monarch there are other 
political bodies which possess an independent and 
effective authority of their own, and share in the sovran 
power. These terms, absolute and constitutional mon- 

['•’ The Creighton Lecture, University College, London, November 1 2, 
1909, Cambridge University Press, 1910, 49 pp. The spelling of proper 
names will be found to differ in thwe essays, but in each case Bury’s 
own forms have been retained.] 
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archy, are unsatisfactory, from a logical point of view. 
For they group together these two forms of government 
as subdivisions of the class monarchy, implying or sug- 
gesting that they have much more real affinity to one 
another than either has to other constitutions. This is 
evidently untrue : a constitutional monarchy is far more 
closely allied to a republic like France than to an ab- 
solute monarchy like Russia. The English constitution, 
for instance, in which legislation is effected by the con- 
sent of three independent organs, the Crown, the Lords, 
and the Commons, might be described more correctly 
as a triarchy than as a monarchy; and it seems to be un- 
fortunate that monarchy should have come to be used, 
quite unnecessarily, as a synonym for kingship. “Limited 
monarchy”, as Austin said long ago, “is not monarchy”;® 
monarchy properly so called is, simply and solely, ab- 
solute monarchy. We have however an alternative term, 
“autocracy”, which involves no ambiguities, and might, 
I venture to think, be advantageously adopted as the 
technical term for this form of government in consti- 
tutional discussions. And “autocracy” has a special ad- 
vantage over “absolute monarchy”. Autocracies are 
not all alike, in respect to the power actually exercised 
by the autocrat. Although not limited by any bodies 
possessing an independent authority, he may be limited 
effectually in other ways. Now we can properly speak 
of more or less limited autocracies, whereas it is an im- 
propriety of language to speak of more or less absolute 
monarchies, as “absolute” admits of no degrees. 

Originally, and during the first three centuries of its 
existence, the Roman Empire was theoretically a re- 
public. The Senate co-existed with the Emperor, as a 
body invested with an authority independent of his; 
but the functions which it exercised by virtue of that 
authority were surrendered one by one ; it became more 
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and more dependent on him ; and by the end of the third 
century the fiction of a second power in the state was 
dropped altogether, although the Senate was not 
abolished.® From that time forward, under the system 
established by Diocletian and Constantine, until the fall 
of the Empire in the fifteenth century, the government 
was simply and undisguiscdly an autocracy. 

Now one broad distinction between autocracies may 
be found in the mode of accession to the throne. The 
sovranty may be hereditary or it may be elective. If it 
is elective, the sovranty is derived from the electors who, 
when the throne is vacant, exercise an independent and 
sovran authority in electing a new monarch. If it is 
hereditary, if the right of the autocrat depends entirely 
and indcfeasibly on his birth, then wc may say that his 
sovranty is underived; the succession is automatic, and 
there is no moment at which any other person or persons 
than the monarch can perform an act of sovran au- 
thority such as is implied in the election of a sovran. 
This difference may involve, as wc shall see, important 
consequences. 

In the case of the Roman Empire, the Imperial 
dignity continued to be elective, as it had been from the 
beginning, and the method of election remained the 
same. When the throne was vacant a new Emperor was 
chosen by the Senate and the army. The initiative might 
be taken either by the Senate or by the army, and both 
methods were recognised tis equally valid. It was of 
course only a portion of the army that actually chose an 
Emperor — for instance, if the choice were made in Con- 
stantinople, the guard regiments; but such a portion 
was regarded as for this purpose representing all the 
troops which were scattered over the Empire. The ap- 
pointment did not take the formal shape of what we 
commonly understand by election. If the soldiers took 
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the initiative, they simply proclaimed the man they 
wanted. If the choice was made by the Senate, the pro- 
cedure might be more deliberate, but there seems to 
have been no formal casting of v'otes, and the essential 
act was the proclamation.^ It sufficed that one of these 
bodies should proclaim an Emperor to establish his title 
to the sovranty; it only remained for the other body to 
concur; and the inauguration was formally completed 
when the people of Constantinople had also acclaimed 
him in the Hippodrome — a formality always observed 
and reminiscent of the fact that the inhabitants of the 
new capital of Constantine had succeeded to the 
position of the old populus RomanusP 

The part which the Senate played in the appointment 
of an Emperor, whether by choosing him or by ratifying 
the choice of the army, is constitutionally important. The 
Senate or SynkUtos of New Rome was a very different 
body from the old Senatus Romanus. It was a small 
council consisting of persons who belonged to it by virtue 
of administrative offices to which they were appointed 
by the Emperor. In fact, the old Senate had coalesced 
with the Consistorium or Imperial council, and in con- 
sequence the new Senate had a double aspect. So long 
as there was a reigning Emperor, it acted as consistorium 
or advisory council of the sov'ran, but when there was an 
interval between two reigns, it resumed the independent 
authority which had lain in abeyance and performed 
functions which it had inherited from the early Senate. 

But it was not only when the throne was vacant that 
it could perform such functions. The right of election 
might be exercised by the Senate and the army at any 
time. It was a principle of state-law in the Early Em- 
pire that the people which made the Emperor could also 
unmake him, and this principle continued in force under 
the autocracy. There was no formal process of deposing 
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a sovran, but the members of the community had the 
means of dethroning him, if his government failed to 
give satisfaction, by proclaiming a new Emperor; and if 
anyone so proclaimed obtained sufficient support from 
the army, Senate, and people, the old Emperor was com- 
pelled to vacate the throne, retiring into a monastery, 
losing his eyesight, or suffering death, according to the 
circumstances of the situation or the temper of his sup- 
planter; while the new Emperor was regarded as the 
legitimate monarch from the day on which he was pro- 
claimed; the proclamation was taken as the legal ex- 
pression of the general will. If he had not a sufficient 
following to render the proclamation effective and was 
suppressed, he was treated as a rebel; but during the 
struggle and before the catastrophe, the fact that a 
portion of the army had proclaimed him gave him a 
presumptive constitutional status, which the event might 
either confirm or annul. The method of deposition was 
in fact revolution, and we are accustomed to regard re- 
volution as something essentially unconstitutional, an 
appeal from law to force; but under the Imperial 
system, it was not unconstitutional; the government was, 
to use an expression of Mommsen, “an autocracy 
tempered by the legal right of revolution”. 

Thus the sovranty of the Roman autocrat was dele- 
gated to him by the community, as represented by the 
Senate, and the army, and, we may add, the people of 
Constantinople.® The symbol of the sovranty thus dele- 
gated was the diadem, which was definitely introduced 
by Constantine. The Emperor wore other insignia, such 
as the purple robe and the red boots, but the diadem was 
preeminently the symbol and expression of the auto- 
cracy. The dress only represented the Imperator or 
commander-in-chief of the twmy, and no formalities 
were connected with its assumption. It was otherwise 
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with the crown, which in the Persian Kingdom, from 
which it was borrowed, was placed on the king’s head 
by the High-priest of the Magian religion. In theory, 
the Imperial crown should be imposed by a representa- 
tive of those who conferred the sovran authority which 
it symbolised. And in the fourth century we find the 
Prefect, Sallustius Secundus, crowning Valentinian I, 
in whose election he had taken the most prominent part. 
But the Emperors seem to have felt some hesitation in 
thus receiving the diadem from the hands of a subject; 
and the selection of one magnate for this high office of 
conferring the symbol of sovranty was likely to cause 
enmity and jealousy. Yet a formality was considered 
necessary. In the fifth century, the difficulty was over- 
come in a clever and tactful way. The duty of corona- 
tion was assigned to the Patriarch of Constantinople. In 
discharging this office, the Patriarch was not envied by 
the secular magnates because he could not be their rival, 
and his ecclesiastical position relieved the Emperor from 
all embarrassment in receiving the diadem from a sub- 
ject. There is some evidence, though it is not above sus- 
picion, that this plan was adopted at the coronation of 
Marcian in a.d. 450, but it seems certain that his suc- 
cessor Leo was crowned by the Patriarch in a.d. 457. 
Henceforward this was the regular practice. In the 
thirteenth century we find Theodore II postponing his 
coronation until the Patriarchal throne, which hap- 
pened to be vacant, was filled. But although it was the 
regular and desirable form of coronation, it was never 
regarded as indispensable for the autocrat’s legitimate 
inauguration. The last of the East Roman Emperors, 
Constantine Palacologus, was not crowned by the 
Patriarch; he was crowned by a layman.’ This fact that 
coronation by the Patriarch was not constitutionally 
necessary, though it was the usual custom, is significant. 
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For it shows that the Patriarch, in performing the cere- 
mony, was not representing the Church. It is possible 
that the idea of committing the office to him was sug- 
gested by the Persian coronations which were performed 
by the High-priest, but the significance was not the same. 
The chief of the Magians acted as the representative of 
the Persian religion, the Patriarch acted as the re- 
presentative of the State.® For if he had specially re- 
presented the Church, it is clear that his co-operation 
could never have been dispensed with. In other words, 
no new constitutional theory or constitutional require- 
ment was introduced by the assignment of the privilege 
of crowning Emperors to the Patriarch. It did not mean 
that the consent of the Church was formally necessary 
to the inauguration of the sovran. 

I will make this point still more evident presently in 
connection with another important feature of the con- 
stitution to which we now come. If you look down the 
roll of Emperors, you will find that only a minority of 
them were actually elected in the ways I have described. 
In most cases, when an Emperor died, the throne was 
not vacant, for generally he had a younger colleague, 
who had already been invested with the Imperial 
dignity, so that no new election was necessary. This 
practice® by which a reigning Emperor could appoint 
his successor modified the elective principle. The Em- 
peror used to devolve the succession upon his son, if he 
had one; so that son constantly succeeded father, and 
the history of the Roman Empire is marked by a series 
of hereditary dynasties. The constitution thus combined 
the elective and the hereditary principles ; a device was 
found for securing the advantages of hereditary suc- 
cession, and obviating its disadvantages by preserving 
the principle of election. The chief advantage of here- 
ditary monarchy is that it avoids the danger of domestic 
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troubles and civil war which arc likely to occur when 
the throne is elective and there are two rival candi- 
dates. Its chief disadvantage is that the supreme power 
in the State will inevitably devolve sometimes upon a 
weak and incapable ruler. The result of the mixture of 
the two principles, the dynastic and the elective, was 
that there were far fewer incapable sovrans than if the 
dynastic succession had been exclusively valid, and 
fewer struggles for power than if every change of ruler 
had meant an election. It would be interesting to trace, 
if we had the material, how the inhabitants of the Em- 
pire became more and more attached to the idea of 
legitimacy — the idea that the children of an Emperor 
had a constitutional right to the supreme power. We 
can see at least that this feeling grew very strong under 
the long rule of the Macedonian dynasty; it is illustrated 
by the political role which the Empress Zoe, an utterly 
incompetent and depraved old woman, was allowed to 
play because she was the daughter of Constantine VIII.* 
But the fact remained that although a father invariably 
raised his eldest son, and sometimes younger sons too, 
to the rank of Augustus, the son became Emperor by 
virtue of his father’s will and not by virtue of his birth. 
The Emperor was not in any way bound to devolve the 
succession upon his son.*® Now what I ask you to ob- 
serve is that when a reigning sovran created a second 
Emperor, whether his son or anyone else, there was no 
election. The Senate, the army, and the people ex- 
pressed their joy and satisfaction, in the ceremonies 
which attended the creation, but the creation was en- 
tirely the act of the Emperor. The constitutional signi- 
ficance is evident. The autocratic powers conferred upon 
an Emperor by his election included the right of de- 
volving the Imperial dignity upon others. It was part 

[* V. infra references p. Ii2 note.] 
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of his sovranty to be able to create a colleague who was 
potentially another sovran. 

This difference between the appointment of an Em- 
peror when the throne is vacant and the appointment 
of an Emperor as colleague when the throne is occupied 
is clearly and significantly expressed by the difference 
between the coronation acts in the two cases. In the 
former case the act is performed by a representative of 
the electors, almost always the Patriarch; in the latter 
case it is regularly performed by the reigning Emperor. 
It is he who, possessing the undivided sovranty, confers 
the Imperial dignity and therefore with his own hands 
delivers its symbol. Sometimes indeed he commits the 
office of coronation to the Patriarch, but the Patriarch 
is then acting simply as his delegate.^^ This difference is 
a confirmation of the view that the Patriarch, in dis- 
charging the duty of coronation, acts as a representative 
of the electors, and not of the Church. For if the corona- 
tion had been conceived as a religious act, it must have 
been performed in the same way, in all cases, by the 
chief minister of the Church. 

But now you may ask, is the term autocracy or the 
term monarchy strictly applicable to the Empire? 
Monarchy and autocracy mean the sovran rule of one 
man alone, but, as we have just seen, the Emperor 
generally had a colleague. Both in the early and in the 
later Empire, there were constantly two Emperors, 
sometimes more. In the tenth century, for instance, in 
the reign of Romanus I, there were as many as five — 
each of them an Augustus, each a Basileus.^^ This 
practice is derived from the original collegial character 
of the proconsular Imperium and the tribunician 
power, on which Augustus based his authority. But, 
although the Roman Imperium or Basileia was collegial, 
the sovranty was not divided. When there were two 
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Emperors only one exercised the sovran power and 
governed the State; his colleague was subordinate, and 
simply enjoyed the dignity and the expectation of suc- 
cession. Though his name appeared in legislative acts 
and his effigy on coins, and though he shared in all the 
Imperial honours, he was a sleeping partner. With one 
exception, which I will notice presently, the only cases 
of Imperial colleagues exercising concurrent sovranty 
were in the period from Diocletian to the death of 
Julius Nepos, when the Empire was territorially divided. 
Diocletian and Maximian, for instance ; the sons of 
Constantine, Arcadius, and Honorius; were severally 
monarchs in their own dominions. But except in the 
case of territorial division, the supreme power was 
exercised by one man, and monarchy is therefore a right 
description of the constitution. In the reign of Con- 
stantine IV, the soldiers demanded that the Emperor 
should crown his two brothers. “We believe in the 
Trinity”, they cried, “and we would have three Em- 
perors”. But this must not be interpreted as a demand 
that each member of the desired Imperial trinity should 
exercise sovran authority. Such a joint sovranty was 
never tried except in one case, and a clear distinction 
was drawn between the Basileus who governed and the 
Basileus who did not govern. The exceptional case was 
the peculiar one of two Empresses, who ruled con- 
jointly for a short time in the eleventh century. I will 
mention this case again, in a few minutes, when I come 
to speak of the position of Empresses. 

And here I must dwell for a moment on the name 
Basileus and another Greek name Autokrator, which were 
employed to designate the Emperor. In the early Em- 
pire, Basileus was used in the East and especially in 
Egypt, where Augustus was regarded as the successor of 
the Ptolemies, but it was not used officially by the Em- 
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perors; it was not the Greek for Imperator. The Greek 
word adopted to translate Imperator was Autokrator, 
and this is the term always used in Imperial Greek in- 
scriptions. By the fourth century Basileus had come into 
universal use in the Greek-speaking parts of the Empire ; 
it was the regular term used by Greek writers; but it was 
not yet accepted as an official title. Nor was it adopted 
officially till the seventh century in the reign of Hera- 
clius. It has been pointed out by Brdhier^® that the 
earliest official act in which an Emperor entitles himself 
Basileus is a law of Heraclius of the year 629. In the 
earlier diplomas of his reign he uses the old traditional 
form Autokrator. Brehier, however, has failed to see the 
reason of this change of style, but the significant date 
A.D. 629 supplies the explanation. In that year Hera- 
clius completed the conquest of Persia. Now, the 
Persian king was the only foreign monarch to whom the 
Roman Emperors conceded the title Basileus; except 
the Abyssinian king, who hardly counted. So long as 
there was a great independent Basileus outside the 
Roman Empire, the Emperors refrained from adopting 
a title which would be shared by another monarch. But 
as soon as that monarch was reduced to the condition 
of a dependent vassal and there was no longer a con- 
currence, the Emperor signified the event by assuming 
officially the title which had for several centuries been 
applied to him unofficially. The Empire was extremely 
conservative in forms and usages ; changes were slow in 
official documents, they were slower still in the coinage. 
It is not till more than a century later that Basileus be- 
gins to be adopted by the mint. By this change Basileus 
became the official equivalent of Imperator; it took the 
place of Autokrator; and it was now possible for Auto- 
krator to come into its own and express its full etymo- 
logical significance. Thus we find a strongly marked 
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tendency in later times to apply the term specially to the 
Basileus who was the actual ruler. Though he and his 
colleague might be acclaimed jointly as Autokrators; 
yet Autokrator is distinctly used to express the plenitude 
of despotic power which was exercised by the senior 
Emperor aione.^^ Thus we may say that in early times 
Basileus was the pregnant title which expressed that full 
monarchical authority which the system of Augustus 
aimed at disguising, and Autokrator was simply the 
equivalent of the republican title Imperator; while in 
later times the roles of the two titles were reversed, and 
Autokrator became the pregnant title, expressing the 
fulness of authority which the familiar Basileus no 
longer emphasised. 

Before we leave this part of our subject, a word must 
be said about the rights of women to exercise autocracy. 
From the foundation of the Empire the title of Augusta 
had been conferred on the wives of Emperors, and we 
find in early times the mothers of minors, like Agrippina 
and Julia Domna, exercising political power. But this 
power was always exercised in the name of their sons. 
At the beginning of the fifth centur)' the Augusta 
Pulcheria presides over the government which acted for 
her brother Theodosius II while he was a minor. On his 
death without children, it is recognised that although 
she cannot govern alone, she nevertheless has a right to 
have a voice in the election of a new Emperor, and the 
situation is met by her nominal marriage with Marcian. 
Similarly, forty years later, when Zeno dies without a 
son, his wife, the Augusta Ariadne, has, by general con- 
sent, the decisive voice in selecting her husband’s suc- 
cessor; her choice falls on Anastasius, and he is elected. 
But it is not she who confers the Imperial authority on 
Anastasius, it is the Senate and army, who elect him, in 
accordance with her wishes. In the following century, 


no 



THE LATER ROMAN EMPIRE 


the political importance of Empresses is augmented by 
the exceptional positions occupied by Theodora the 
consort of Justinian, and Sophia the consort of Justin II. 
But so far, although an Empress may act as regent for a 
minor, may intervene in an Imperial election, may 
receive honours suggesting that she is her husband’s 
colleague rather than consort, she never exercises inde- 
pendent sovran power, she is never, in the later sense of 
the word, an Autokrator. Passing on to the close of the 
eighth century, we come to the Empress Irene, the 
Athenian lady who is famous as the first restorer of 
Image-worship. When her husband died, her son Con- 
stantine was too young to rule, and she governed in the 
same way as Pulcheria had governed for Theodosius. 
When Constantine was old enough to govern himself, 
Irene was unwilling to retire into the background, and 
although the son succeeded in holding the power in his 
own hands for some years, the mother was continually 
intriguing against him. The struggle ended in her 
triumph. She caused her son to be blinded, and five 
years she reigned alone with full sovran powers as Auto- 
krator. This was a considerable constitutional innova- 
tion, and the official style of her diplomas illustrates, in 
an interesting way, that it was felt as such. She was, of 
course, always spoken of as the Empress, but in her 
official acts she is styled not “Irene the Empress” but 
“Irene the Emperor” (Basileus ) It was felt that only 
an Emperor could legislate, and so the legal fiction of 
her masculinity was adopted. 

It was said in Western Europe, for the purpose of 
justifying the Imperial claim of Charles the Great, that 
the sovranty of the Empire could not devolve on a 
woman, and that Irene’s tenure of power was really an 
interregnum; but the Byzantines never admitted this 
constitutional doctrine. Nevertheless they had a strong 
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objection to the regime of women, except in the capacity 
of regents, and the precedent established by Irene was 
repeated only in the case of Zoe and Theodora, the two 
nieces of Basil II. We find each of these ladies exercising 
the sovran authority alone for brief periods, and we also 
find them ruling together. This is the instance, which I 
mentioned already, of the experiment of government by 
two autocrats. Their joint rule might have been pro- 
tracted, if they had been in harmony, but Zoe was ex- 
tremely jealous of Theodora, and in order to oust her she 
took a husband, who immediately assumed the auto- 
cratic authority, and Zoe fell back into the subordinate 
position of a consort. * 

We may now pass to the consideration of the nature 
and amplitude of the Imperial supremacy. The act of 
proclamation conferred his sovran powers upon the 
Emperor. In early days the Imperial powers were de- 
fined explicitly by a law, the lex de imperio. We have the 
text of the law which was passed for Vespasian. But the 
practice of passing it anew on the accession of a new 
Emperor was discontinued, and under the autocracy, 
when all the legislative, judicial and executive powers 
were vested in the autocrat, there was no reason to de- 
fine what those powers were. In the sixth century, how- 
ever, in the legislation of Justinian, it is recognised that 
by the lex de imperio the jjeople transferred its sovranty 
to the Emperor, In the eighth century we may be pretty 
sure that no one from the Emperor downwards had ever 
heard of the lex de imperio.^’’ But although there was no 
constitution of this kind defining or limiting the mon- 
arch’s functions, I will proceed to show that his power, 
legally unlimited, was subject to limitations which must 
be described as constitutional. 

[* V. for the joint rule pp, 168-75, Theodora’s sole rule 

pp. 198-200.} 
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For his legislative and administrative acts, the mon- 
arch was responsible to none, except to Heaven; there 
was no organ in the state that had a right to control him ; 
so that his government answers to our definition of auto- 
cracy. But when the monarch is appointed by any body 
or bodies in the state, the electors can impose conditions 
on hiiii at the time of election, and thus there is the 
possibility of limiting his power. In other words, an 
elective autocracy, like the Roman Empire, is liable to 
the imposition of limitations. The case of the Emperor 
Anastasius I is in point. The Senate required from him an 
oath that he would administer the Empire conscientiously 
and not visit offences upon anyone with whom he had 
had a quarrel. This exhibits the principle, which was con- 
stantly and chiefly applied for the purpose of preventing 
a new Emperor from making ecclesiastical innovations. 

It was a recognised condition of eligibility to the 
throne that the candidate should be a Christian, and 
an orthodox Christian. The latest pagan Emperor was 
Julian. After him it would have been virtually im- 
possible for a pagan to rule at Constantinople. After the 
Council of Constantinople in a.d. 381, which crushed 
the Arian heresies, it would have been impossible for an 
Arian to wear the diadem. This was expressly recognised 
in the situation which ensued on the death of Theo- 
dosius II. The most prominent man at the moment was 
Aspar, but he was an Arian, and on that account alone 
his elevation was considered out of the question. Up to 
that period it may be said that such conditions of faith 
were poUdcal rather than constitutional; but when the 
coronation ceremony was attended with religious forms, 
we may say that Christianity was coming to be con- 
sidered a constitutional condition of eligibility. By re- 
ligious forms, I do not mean the part which the Patriarch 
played in the act of coronation, which, as we have seen, 
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had no ecclesiastical significance, but other parts of the 
ceremony, such as prayers, which were introduced in 
the fifth century. It was at the accession of Aneistasius I 
that a religious declaration was first required from an 
Emperor. Anastasius was with good reason suspected of 
heterodoxy; he was in fact a monophysite. He was not 
asked to make any personal confession of faith, but at 
the Patriarch’s demand, he signed a written oath that 
he would maintain the existing ecclesiastical settlement 
unimpaired and introduce no novelty in the Church, 
We are ignorant whether such a written declaration was 
formally required at all subsequent elections ; probably 
not; but it was, we know, imposed in a number of cases 
where there was reason to suspect a new Emperor of 
heretical tendencies. Ultimately, we cannot say at what 
time, this practice crystallised into the shape of a regular 
coronation oath, in which the monarch confesses and 
confirms the decrees of the Seven Ecumenical Councils 
and of the local synods, and the privileges of the Church, 
and vows to be a mild ruler and to abstain as far as 
possible from punishments of death and mutilation.^® 
The fact that such capitulations could be and were 
imposed at the time of election, even though the Em- 
peror’s obligation to submit to them was moral rather 
than legal, means that the autocracy was subject to 
limitations and was limited. But apart from such de- 
finite capitulations, the monarch’s power was restricted 
by unwritten principles of government which bound 
him as much as the unwritten part of the English con- 
stitution binds our king and government. The autocrat 
was the supreme legislator; personally he was above the 
laws, solutus legibus;^^ there was no tribunal before which 
he could be summoned; but he was bound by the 
principles and the forms of the law which was the great 
glory of Roman civilisation.^® He could modify laws, he 
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could make new laws; but no Emperor ever questioned 
the obligation of conforming his acts to the law or pre- 
sumed to assert that he could set it aside. Although 
theoretically above the law, he was at the same time 
bound by it, alligatus legibus, as Theodosius II expressly 
acknowledges.^^ Basil I, in a legal handbook, explicitly 
affirms the obligation of the Emperor to maintain not 
only the Scriptures and the canons of the Seven Councils, 
but also the Roman laws. And the laws embraced the 
institutions. Though changing circumstances led to 
adaptations and alterations, the Byzantine conservatism, 
which is almost proverbial and is often exaggerated, 
attests the strength of the unwritten limitations which 
always restrained the Imperial autocracy. 

The Senate, too, though it had no share in the sov- 
ranty, might operate as a check on the sovran’s actions. 
For there were various political matters which the Em- 
peror was bound by custom to lay before it. We have 
not the material for enumerating what those matters 
were, but among the most important were questions of 
peace and war and the conclusion of treaties. The 
Senate would obediently concur in the views of a strong 
sovran, and probably its meetings were generally of a 
purely formal nature, but it is significant that in the case 
of a weak Emperor (Michael I) we find the Senate op- 
posing the autocrat’s wishes and the autocrat bowing to 
its opinion. 

It is implied in what I have said that the Church 
represented a limit on the Emperor’s power. From the 
ninth century onward, the Decrees of the Seven Councils 
were an unalterable law which no Emperor could 
touch.^ At the same time, the relation of the State to 
the Church, of which I must now speak, illustrates the 
amplitude of his power. The Byzantine Church is the 
most important example in history of a State- Church. 
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Its head was the Emperor. He was considered the dele- 
gate of God in a sphere which included the ecclesiastical 
as well as the secular order. The Patriarch of Con- 
stantinople was his minister of the department of re- 
ligion, and though the usual forms of episcopal election 
were observed, was virtually appointed by him. It was 
the Emperor who convoked the Ecumenical Councils, 
and it was the Emperor who presided at them either in 
person or, if he did not care to suffer the boredom of 
theological debates, represented by some of his secular 
ministers. Canonical decrees passed at Councils did 
not become obligatory till they were confirmed by the 
Emperor; and the Emperors issued edicts and laws re- 
lating to purely ecclesiastical affairs, quite independently 
of Councils. The Patriarch Menas asserted in the reign 
of Justinian that nothing should be done in the Church 
contrary to the Emperor’s will, and Justinian, who was 
the incarnation of sacerdotal monarchy, was acclaimed 
as High-priest Basileus /Saa-iXeuf). It is true 

that the voices of prominent ecclesiastics were raised 
from time to time protesting that ecclesiastical matters 
lay outside the domain of secular authority and advo- 
cating the complete freedom of the Church. But this 
idea, of which Theodore of Studion was the latest 
champion, never gained ground; it was definitely de- 
feated in the ninth century, and the Emperor continued 
to hold the position of a Christian caliph. Thus the 
theory of State and Church in the Eastern Empire is 
conspicuously contrasted with the theory which in 
Western Europe was realised under Innocent III. In 
both cases Church and State are indivisible, but in the 
West the Church is the State, whereas in the East it is a 
department which the Emperor directs. In the West we 
have a theocracy; the Church represented by the Pope 
claims to possess the supreme authority in temporal as 
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well as spiritual affairs. In the East relations are re- 
versed ; instead of a theocracy, we have what has been 
called caesaropapism. A papalist writer, who endeavours 
to demonstrate the Pope’s universal supremacy, re- 
marks that in point of jurisdiction a layman might be 
Pope ; all the powers and rights of a Pope, in spiritual 
well as secular affairs, would be conferred upon him by 
election.*'’ This hypothesis of Agostino Trionfo wtis 
realised in the Eastern Empire. 

There were occasional struggles between the Emperor 
and the Patriarch, usually caused by an attempt on the 
Emperor’s part to introduce, for political reasons, some 
new doctrine which the Patriarch considered incon- 
sistent with the Decrees of the Councils or the Scriptures. 
In such cases the Patriarch was defending the constitu- 
tion against innovation; he was not disputing the Em- 
peror’s position as head of the Church. And in such cases 
the usual result was that the Patriarch either yielded or 
was deposed, the Emperor had his way, and the ortho- 
dox doctrine was not reinstated until another Emperor 
reversed the acts of his predecessor. Some Patriarchs 
might suggest that the Emperor, not being an expert in 
theology, ought not to interfere in matters of doctrine; 
but the normal relations were generally accepted as 
fundamental and constitutional. 

The Patriarch had indeed one weapon which he might 
use against his sovran — the weapon of excommunication. 
He might refuse, and direct his clergy to refuse, to com- 
municate with the Emperor. It was a weapon to which 
recourse was seldom taken. Another means of exerting 
power which the Patriarch possessed was due to the part 
which he took in the coronation. He might make terms 
with the new Emperor before he crowned him. Thus 
the Patriarch Polyeuktos forced John Tzimiskes to con- 
sent to abrogate a law which required the Imperial 
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approbation of candidates for ecclesiastical offices before 
they were elected. 

The constitutional theory which I have delineated is 
implied in the actual usages from which I have drawn 
it; but it was never formulated. Constitutional ques- 
tions did not arise, and no lawyer or historian expounded 
the basis or the limits of the sovran power. In fact, the 
constitution was not differentiated in men’s conscious- 
ness from the whole body of laws and institutions. They 
did not analyse the assumptions implied in their practice, 
and the only idea they entertained, which can be de- 
scribed as a consdtutional theory, does not agree, though 
it may be conciliated, with the theory that I have 
sketched. If you had asked a Byzantine Emperor what 
was the basis of his autocracy and by what right he 
exercised it, he would not have told you that it had been 
committed to him by the Senate, the army, or the 
people ; he would have said that he derived his sovranty 
directly from God. I could produce a great deal of 
evidence to illustrate this view, but it will be enough to 
refer to the words of the Emperor Basil I in his Advice 
to his son Leo: “You received the Empire from God’’; 
“You received the crown from God by my hand”.“ 
Such a doctrine of the monarch’s divine right naturally 
tended to reflect a new significance on the part which 
the Patriarch played in the Emperor’s inauguration. 
But it found an explicit symbolic expression in the new 
custom of unction, which perhaps was practised (though 
opinions differ on this point)®’ as early as the ninth 
century. In crowning, the Patriarch expressed the will 
of the State; in anointing, the will of the Deity. This 
theory, logically developed, implies the view which 
Dante expresses in his De Monorchia, that the Electors 
when they choose the Emperor are merely voicing the 
choice of the Deity. It was quite in accordance with the 
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prevailing religious sentiments; it enhanced the Em- 
peror’s authority by representing that authority as a 
divine gift, and perhaps it sometimes enhanced his sense 
of responsibility. But although calculated to place the 
sovran above criticism, this theory of divine right did 
not affect the actual working of the constitutional tradi- 
tion which determined the appointment of Emperors 
and the limitations of their power. Its chief interest 
lies in its relation to the pohtical theories which were 
evolved in the Middle Ages in Western Europe. It has 
been observed by Mr Bryce,** as a striking contrast be- 
tween the Eastern and Western Empires, that, while the 
West was fertile in conceptions and theories, displaying 
abundant wealth of creative imagination, in the East 
men did not trouble themselves to theorise about the 
Empire at all. The inspiration, in the West, came in the 
first place from the fact that the Holy Roman Empire 
was always an ideal, never fully realised, “ a dream ” (to 
use Mr Bryce’s words), “half theology and half poetry”. 
The Eastern Roman Empire, on the other hand, was 
always an actual fact, adequate to its own conception; 
there it was — there was no mistake about its being here 
and now; there was much in it to cause pride, there was 
nothing to stir imagination. In the second place, there 
was no need, in the Eastern Empire, to evolve theories, 
as nothing was in dispute. In the West a great con- 
stitutional question arose, of far-reaching practical 
importance, touching the relations of the two rival 
authorities, the Pope and the Emperor. It was to solve 
the political problem set by their rival pretensions that 
Dante wrote his De Monorchia, William of Ockham his 
Dialogue, Marsilius of Padua his Defensor panels. In the 
East no such problem arose, inasmuch as the Emperor 
was recognised as the head of the Church, and there was 
therefore no stimulus to evolve political theories. Yet if 
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a similar problem or need had arisen, I cannot help 
thinking that the medieval Greeks, though they were 
incapable of producing a Dante, would have proved 
themselves not less ingenious than Western thinkers in 
political speculation. But it is instructive to observe that 
the claim of the Eastern Emperor to derive his sovranty 
directly from God is the same theory of Divine Right 
which was asserted by the Western Imperialist writers. 
Dante affirmed this theory most forcibly; William of 
Ockham and Marsilius affirmed it too, but they tem- 
pered it by the view that the Empire was originally de- 
rived from the people, thus combining, as it were, the 
Divine pretensions of the later autocrats of Constanti- 
nople with the democratic origin of sovranty which is 
asserted in the lawbooks of Justinian. 

I have endeavoured to show how the autocracy of the 
later Roman Empire was a limited autocracy. Every 
autocracy, every government, has of course natural 
limitations. The action of the monarch is limited by 
public opinion ; there will always be some point beyond 
which he is afraid to venture in defying public opinion. 
It is also limited by the fact that he has to employ human 
instruments, and their personal views and qualities may 
modify or compromise or thwart the execution of his 
will. Further, if he rules over a highly organised society, 
he may be restrained from sweeping measures by the 
knowledge that such changes will involve other conse- 
quences which he does not desire.^® These natural 
limitations affect all autocracies, all governments, in 
various modes and degrees. But apart from them, the 
Roman autocracy had definite restrictions which must 
be described as constitutional.®” In what is miscalled a 
limited monarchy, the king may have legal rights which 
it would be unconstitutional to exercise. The action of 
the English crown, for instance, is restricted not merely 
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by the statutory limits, such as are imposed on it by the 
Bill of Rights or the Act of Settlement, but by unwritten 
constitutional usage, which is obligatory. In the same 
way the action of the Roman autocrat was limited by a 
tradition and usage which were felt by him and by the 
community to be absolutely binding. The sanctions in 
the two cases are different. An English king is hin- 
dered from exceeding the constitutional bounds of his 
authority by the power which Parliament possesses of 
bringing the government to a standstill, as it can do by 
refusing to grant supplies or to pass the Mutiny Act. The 
more powerful Roman monarch was forced to conform 
to the institutions, customs, and traditions of his society 
by the more drastic sanction of deposition. The Russian 
autocrat, Peter the Great, abolished the Patriarchate of 
Moscow; it would have been an impossibility for the 
Roman Emperor to abolish the Patriarchate of Con- 
stantinople or to introduce any serious change in the 
organisation of the Church. The integrity of the Church 
was indeed secured against him not merely by this 
moral force, but by capitulations which, in consequence 
of the elective character of the monarchy, he could be 
obliged to swear to at his accession and which were 
finally embodied in a coronation oath. Here there was 
a religious sanction superadded. 

The limitations tended to maintain the conservative 
character for which Byzantium is often reproached, and 
were in fact one of the results of that conservatism. They 
were efficacious, because the autocrat himself was 
usually imbued deeply with this conservative spirit, 
being a child of his age and civilisation; whilst the com- 
plex and elaborate machinery, furnishing the channels 
through which he had to act, was a powerful check 
on his freedom. It must, I think, be admitted that 
the autocracy of the Eastern Empire suited the given 
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conditions, and probably worked better than any other 
system that could have been devised. The government 
was not arbitrary, and the evils from which the subjects 
of the Empire suffered were due {apart from the calami- 
ties of war) to economic ignorance and bad finance, such 
as prevailed everywhere alike in the ancient and the 
middle ages, and would have pressed as heavily under 
any other form of government. The freedom and ab- 
sence of formality in the method of appointing the 
sovran made it possible to meet different situations in 
different ways ; and if we examine the roll of Emperors 
from Constantine the Great in the fourth to Manuel 
Comnenus in the twelfth century, we must admit that 
the constitution secured, with a few dark but short 
interv'als, a succession of able and hard-working rulers 
such as cannot, I think, be paralleled in the annals of any 
other state during so long a period. 

NOTES 

1 This ditfers somewhat from Sidgwick’s definition, in Develop- 
ment of European Polity, p. lo: “What is meant by calling him 
[an Absolute Monarch] ‘absolute’ is that there is no established 
constitutional authority — no human authority that his subjects 
habitually obey as much as they obey him — which can legitimately 
resist him or call him to account”. 

2 Lectures on Jurisprudence, I, 241 (ed. 1885). 

3 The Roman Senate however seems to have retained some 
nominal sovranty; for under the rigime of Theodoric it had the 
power, like the Emperor, consMuere leges (a power which Theodoric 
did not possess). Cp. Cassiodorus, Variae, 6, 4, § i, 2 (p. 177, ed. 
Mommsen) . 

4 This (dvayupeoais) is the technical word applied to the whole 
procedure of inauguration. 

5 In the early Empire, the Roman people took the initiative in 
proclaiming Pertinax ; they forced the Praetorians to proclaim him ; 
but undoubtedly it was the proclamation of the latter that con- 
ferred the Imperium. In the later Empire we find a section of the 
people of Constantinople taking the initiative in proclaiming the 
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nephews of Anastasius, on the occasion of the Nika revolt against 
Justinian. 

6 Cp. for instance Leo Diaconus, u, 12, where Polyeuktos says 
that the sons of Romanus II were proclaimed Emperors “by us 
{the Senate) and the whole people”. 

7 Nicephorus Bryennius, who was proclaimed Emperor in the 
reign of Michael VII (nth cent.) and was suppressed, placed the 
diadem on his own head, Anna Comnena, Alexiad, i, 4. 

8 This is brought out by W. Sickd in his important article “Das 

byzantinische Krdnungsrecht bis zum 10 Jahrhundert”, in the 
Byzaniinische vii, 511^^7. (1898), to which I must 

acknowledge my obligations. For the details of the coronation 
ceremonies see F. E. Brightman’s article in the Journal of Theo- 
logical Studies, n, 359 sqq. (igoi). 

9 It was introduced by the Augustus in the form of the co- 

regency, for a full discussion of which see Mommsen, Siaatsrecht, n, 
1145 j??. 3)- 

In the Hellenistic kingdoms (Macedonia, Syria, Egypt) there is 
material for instructive comparisons in regard to the combination 
of the elective and dynastic principles, and co-regencies. 

10 This principle was asserted by Andronicus II who en- 
deavoured to exclude his grandson (Andronicus III) from the 
throne. The civil wars which resulted represent, from the consti- 
tutional point of view, a struggle between this principle and the 
idea of legitimacy to which the Byzantines had become strongly 
attached. 

1 1 The regular form of phrase is eVrttf'F Sid rnC rtarpidpxov 
(cp. Theophanes, 417251 42627, 48O]], 4942c). More explicitly 
Kedrenos, it, 296; Romanus I was crowned by the Patriarch 
eVirpoTTi/ Tov i3aa-t\(a)s Ktorrrrat’rivov (who was a minor). In the 
normal ceremony of crowning a colleague, described in Constantine 
Porph. De Cer. 1, 38, the Patriarch hands the crown to the Emperor, 
who places it on the new Emperor’s head (p. 194). 

12 The colleague is often designated as d dedrepoc or 

as aviifiaoCKivs (and we may suppose that the description of Otto II 
as co-imperator of his father was borrowed from this) ; if a child, he 
is distinguished as “the little Emperor” (d pispor ^atriKcis), and 
this, no doubt, explains why Theodosius II was d ih<p»s. The 
description, applied to him when a minor, survived his boyhood, 
because it served to distinguish him from his grandfather and name- 
sake, Theodosius the Great. In one ctise, we find the term rex 
strangely applied to a second Emperor. It occurs on a bronze coin 
of the year 866—7, in which Basil I wtis colleague of Michael III. 
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The obverse has Mikael imperat{or)f the reverse Basilius rex (Wroth, 
Catalogue of the Imperial Byzantine Coins of the British Museum, n, 4.32) . 
I do not know how to explain this eccentricity which is contrary 
to all the principles of the Roman Imperium. The western title 
Romanorum rex, which in the eleventh century b^an to be assumed 
by Western Emperors before they were crowned at Rome and was 
afterwards appropriated to their successors, cannot be compared. 

13 Byzantinische Zeitschnfl, xv, 151 sqq. (1906). 

14 It came into official use in the eleventh century, as a rein- 
forcement of Basileus (3- out.), and in Latin diplomas we find 
it translated by moderator, Basileus by Imperator, A colleague could 
only use the title Autokrator by special permission of the senior 
Emperor (Codinus, De Officiis, c. 17, pp. 86, 87, ed. Bonn). But 
the distinction was draum as early as the ninth century, for in 
Pbilothcos (a.o. 900)^ Kletorologion [apud Const. Porph. De Ceri- 
moniis, p. 7^2), we find o avTOKpariup f^aaiXtvs explicitly contrasted 
with 0 htvrfpor ^afriXtv^, 

15 If an Emperor foresaw his approaching death and his col- 
league was a minor, he could make arrangements for the regency 
in his will. This was done, e.g. by Theophilus and by Alexander. 

16 Zacharia von Lingenthal, Jus Graeco-romanum, ni, 55 (KlpTjvrj 
n-ierrif f^atriXev!). The point is brought out in the Chronicle of 
Theophanes (p. 466, 1. 25, ed. De Boor): Constantine VI causes 
the Armeniac soldiers to swear not to accept his mother Irene 
fiff /3a<riX«a, The later force of the term avTOKpdT(t>p comes out in the 
same passage (L 15). 

17 In this connexion, however, may be noted the remarkable 
notion of establishing a democracy, attributed to the Emperor 
Stauracius (a.d. 811) by the contemporary chronicler Theophanes 
(ed. De Boor, p. 492), He was on his deathbed at the time and 
wished to be succeeded by his wife, the Athenian Theophano (a 
relative of Irene) as sovran Empress. He threatened democracy as 
an alternative. We should like to know what his idea of a democracy 
was. 

18 Codinus, De Oficiis^ c. 17. 

19 Digest, r, 3, 31 ; Basihea, ri, 6, i, 

20 Basilica, II, 6, 9* Kara / 5 ta<rcXca)$ ot yeytKoi KpaT€CTQj<rav 

iinpoi Kai trQ(T<x 7 Tap(ti>npos dyTiypaplf, The meaning 

of lex generalis (briefly, an edict promulgated as applicable to the 
whole Empire) is explained ib. 8, which is based on Cod. Just i, 
*4? 3- The Emperor could not enact a special constitution — 
applicable to a section, district, or town — which was contrary to 
the provisions of a lex generalis. 
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21 Cod, Just. I, 14, 4, digna vox maiestate regnantis legibus 
alHgatum se principem profiteri: adeo de auctoritate iuris nostra 
pendet auctoritas. 

22 The functions of the Senate seem to have closely resembled 
those of the Synedrion in the Hellenistic kingdoms. Compare the 
account of a meeting of the Synedrion of Antiochus in Polybius, v, 
41-42. It may be noticed that during the minority after the death 
of Romanus II, it is the Senate that appoints Nicephonis II to the 
supreme command of the Asiatic troops (Leo Diaconus, ii, 12). The 
importance of the Senate is illustrated by the political measure of 
Constantine X who “democratised” it: see Psellos, Historia, p. 238 
(ed, Sathas, 1899); C. Neumann, Die Weltstellung des byzantinischen 
Reiches vor den Kreuzzugen, p. 79. 

23 This principle had been already laid down by Justinian in 
regard to the first four Councils, the decrees of which he places on 
the same level as Holy Scripture: Nov. 151, a', ed. Zacharia, ii, 
p. 267. 

24 The best general account of the relation of State and Church 
in Byzantium will be found in the late Professor Gelzer’s article in 

Hisiorische Z^ilschnfiy N.F. vol. l, 193 sqq. (1901). At the Seventh 
Ecumenical Council (a.d. 787) the presidency was committed to 
the Patriarch Tarasios, evidently because he had been a layman 
and minister, not (like most of his predecessors) a monk. 

25 Augu.stinus Triumphus, Summa de poiestaie Ecclesiastica, i, i, 
p. 2, ed. 1584 (Rome) : si quis eligatur in Papam nullum ordinem 
habens, erit verus Papa et habebit omnem potestatem iurisdictionis 
in spiritualibus et temporalibuset tamennullam habebit potestatem 
ordinis. 

26 Paraenesis ad Leonem, in Migne, P. C. cvii, pp. xxv, xxxii. 

27 See Photius, in Migne, P. G. cn, 765 and 573. Cp. Sickel, 
op. cit. 547-8, and on the other hand Brightman, op. at. 383-5. 

28 The Holy Roman Empire (last cd. 1904), 343 sgq. 

29 This is noted by Sidgwick, Development of European Polity, p. i o. 

30 For an analysis of the conception of unconstitutional as dis- 
tinguished fTomillegal see A\x%iin, Jurisprudence, r, •zS^sqq. (ed. 1885). 
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9 . ROMAN EMPERORS FROM 
BASIL II TO ISAAC KOMNENOS* 

PART I 

The eleventh century is the turning point in the Middle 
Ages; in it new currents are beginning to flow and old 
currents are beginning to ebb. It was in the eleventh 
century that Normans founded their kingdom in 
southern Europe and conquered England ; it was in the 
eleventh century that Gregory VII introduced a new 
spirit into western Christendom; it was in the eleventh 
century that the crusade movement began. The mere 
mention of the Crusades, Gregory VII, and the Normans 
sufficiently indicates the new currents that flowed in 
western Europe. A change was taking place at the same 
time in the Eastern Roman Empire, a change which 
implied and led to its decline; and if we do not mis- 
understand the system of medieval Europe, unduly 
isolating the Byzantine world from the occidental king- 
doms as if they did not act and react upon one another, 
we must assume that the new tide in the West was 
causally, or rather reciprocally — for reciprocity is 
generally the right category in history — connected with 
the ebb in the East. The most obvious indication of this 
connection is the commercial change which resulted in 
the transference of trade from the Greeks, who had 
hitherto almost monopolised it, to the rising republics 
of Italy. The chief external event in the Eastern Empire 
was the succession of the house of Komnenos to the 
house of Basil the Macedonian, whose descendants had 
worn the purple for two centuries. This change of 

[* I.e. A.D. 976-1057. Reprinted from English Historical Review, vol. iv, 
part I, pp. 41-64, part n, pp. 251-85 (1889).] 
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dynasty meant the triumph and preponderance of the 
wealthy aristocratic families of Asia Minor; it was the 
outward sign of a great inward change which had been 
taking place since the reign of Basil II. The final separa- 
tion of the Greek and Latin churches occurred at this 
period (1054); but as they were really alienated long 
before, this is an event of only second-rate importance. 
Of much more interest are the projects of tlie patriarch 
Kerularios to make the Church independent of the State, 
in fact to do what Hildebrand did in the West. Another 
movement of the time which deserves attention is the 
revival of literature under the auspices of Michael 
Psellos, who reclaimed Greek prose from the barbarism 
into which it was falfing. 

There is a plentiful lack of contemporary authority 
for the last years of the Macedonian dynasty. For a few 
events at the beginning of the reign of Basil II (976- 
1025) we have a page or two of a contemporary author, 
Leo Diakonos; but for the rest of his long reign and for 
that of his brother Constantine VIII we have only the 
later chronographers, Kedrenos and Zonaras. For the 
following Emperors, until the accession of Isaac Kom- 
nenos, Finlay’s only Greek sources were Kedrenos and 
Zonaras, for we need hardly take into account such 
writers as Glykas or Manasses. But since Finlay wrote 
his history the labours of M. Constantine Sathas have 
rendered a new source accessible, the contemporary 
history of Michael Psellos.* This history was so diligently 
utilised by Zonaras that the original does not supply us 
with any new facts of great importance; but neverthe- 
less it is invaluable, as we learn a large number of inter- 

^ Bibliotheca Graca Medii JEm\ vol. iv, Pselii Historia Byiantina et aha 
ofjuscuta (1874). The opuscula are three ’ETrirai^ioi Xwyotj on Michael 
Kerularios, Constantine Leichudes, and Joannes Xiphilinos, three per- 
sonages of whom we shall have more to say, Vol. v of this series contains 
other “words” of Psellos, including a lar^ collection of letters. 
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esting details, not to mention that the work of a con- 
temporary has always a flavour which no compilation 
can have. There may be sufficient foundation for the 
paradoxical statement of M. Amedee Thierry that de- 
tails are the soul of history, to warrant us in collecting 
and recording the new points which may be gleaned 
from Psellos. Accordingly, as the subject has not been 
worked up, I propose to give a sketch of Byzantine 
history from Basil II to the deposition of Michael VI, 
confining myself almost entirely to what Psellos has re- 
corded, and consequently omitting altogether some im- 
portant wars of which Finlay, reproducing Kedrenos 
and Zonaras, has given so full an account, that a repeti- 
tion here seems unnecessary. It will be advisable at the 
outset to say something more of Psellos and the nature 
of his history, and also to notice briefly our other 
authorities. 

I . Sources. The history of Psellos is a 'UKarovTaeTTjpC ^ ; 
it embraces a period of one hundred years, beginning 
with the accession of Basil II (976) and ending with the 
accession of Nikephoros Botanciates (1077). For the 
first three reigns (of Basil, Constantine, and Romanos) 
it is a short and meagre record of things which he had 
not witnessed, though he had doubtless heard many facts 
on first-hand authority, but with the accession of 
Michael IV in 1034 it becomes more complete and 
detailed, and at the same time assumes the value of 
contemporary history. In order to understand and 
appreciate its \’alue we must give a short outline of 
the author’s career. ^ 

He was born in 1018, and thus at the accession of 

^ M. Sathas has prefaced his editjon with a full biographical account 
of Psellos. His original name was Constantine; he was renamed Michael 
when he took the monastic vows. How little is generally known of 
Psellos and his works is apparent in the short notice in the En(yclopadia 
Brttannica. 
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Michael the Paphlagonian was sixteen years old. He 
had seen the Emperor Romanos in a public procession 
not long before his death. Thus for the reign of Romanos 
he may be considered a contemporary writer in the same 
sense that Cicero’s authority might be called contem- 
porary for the history of Livius Drusus. His father’s 
fathers had been consuls and patricians ; his mother was 
of good family and herself a clever woman who used to 
assist her son, when a boy, in preparing his lessons. He 
studied rhetoric and philosophy, giving the preference 
to the latter, and in his studies “chummed” with an 
older friend, Joannes Xiphilinos, whom he assisted in 
philosophy and in return received help in jurisprudence. 
Under Michael IV he was appointed judge at Phila- 
delphia, and in the short reign of Michael V held the 
post of under-secretary (uiroypa/i/taTeii?), through the 
influence probably of his friend Constantine Leichudes, 
whom that Emperor appointed chief minister. Lei- 
chudes did not fall with his master; Constantine IX re- 
tained his services, and Psellos won the marked affection 
of that impressionable sovran and became his trusted 
confidant, holding the post of secretary. Constantine 
was induced to refound, in a sort of manner, the uni- 
versity of Constantinople, and Psellos filled the chair 
of philosophy. Towards the end of this reign Leichudes 
was deposed, and Psellos, fearing, as he tells us, the 
weathercock nature of his master, determined to em- 
brace the spiritual life and retired to a monastery, in 
spite of the Emperor’s expressed wishes. Theodora re- 
called him to court after Constantine’s death, and he 
took part in the administration of Michael VI. He wax 
one of the embassy sent by that monarch with proposals 
to Isaac Komnenos, under whose sovranty he succeeded 
Leichudes as Prime Minister. We need not touch on his 
political conduct in the following reigns, his education 
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of Michael VII, and his relations to Romanos Diogen^, 
as this paper will not go further than the accession of 
Isaac. 

From this brief sketch we may see that the memoirs of 
Psellos as a distinguished contemporary who was initi- 
ated in the arcana (dTrupprjTa) of political events are of 
the highest value. Through his artificial, often irritatingly 
artificial, rhetorical style,^ his descriptions of the Em- 
perors and Empresses whom he knew give an impression 
of reality and life. He presents us with pictures of men 
and women of the time more vivid than we could ever 
get from writers like Zonaras. He had seen Romanos 
like a living corpse, when a boy of sixteen; he had seen 
George Maniakes, standing ten feet high, and looked up 
at him as at a pillar or a mountain; he had stood by the 
side of Constantine Monomachos when he witnessed the 
scafight with the Russians; he had stood by his side 
when an arrow narrowly missed him during the siege 
of 'I'ornikios ; he knew by personal experience that the 
queen Skleraina was an excellent listener; he was an 
intimate friend of the first minister Lcichudes and the 
great patriarch Michael Kerularios; he was first minister 
himself. 

In the rather pretentious preface to his chronography 
Joannes Skylilzes, whom George Kedrenos copies, enu- 
merates some of his predecessors in the field of history. 
He remarks of Psellos and others that they do not give 
accurate details, but “merely record a list of the Em- 
jierors, stating who succeeded whom, and nothing 
morc”.^ In regard to Psellos this criticism is in one way 

^ As examples I may quote ir tvOvt to <c/)ciTor bi,a.^(^6^€vov tov 
KpaTovvTos Tw Kpar^cravTt KOToiraXw^tVros-, where KparrjaavTL is 

rliftecn as a \'erbal antithesis lo K/mroc UKparovt’ros' (p. 6i). Again 
(P *30> (^n(Ti\€Vf liatrtXftoi iyroif (iaaiXfiois d7rf$T}(ravpi(T€. 

* Kill (lAXoi f7r()(fipT}rTap mov « SiKeXiotrtfs Kai 6 vncprifios ^eWos Kal 
er«poi(riii' TouToty* dXXarfJsaKpi/Sfiav'diroirerrrwKao'iParrapi^/XjjO'ti' p.6vtju 
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entirely false; in another way it expresses in exaggerated 
terms a certain truth. The events which Psellos does 
describe he describes in far more elaborate detail than 
Kedrenos himself, who gives us the dry bones; in this 
respect the criticism is false. But, on the other hand, 
many events of importance are not even mentioned by 
Psellos, as he tells us plainly himself; and so far the 
criticism has an element of truth. Skylitzes prides him- 
self on giving us all, even the smallest, bones; Psellos 
gives us a selection of bones and flesh together. Psellos 
is quite aware of this, as we may see from a passage in 
which he states the scope and nature of his history. He 
does not attempt to describe, he says, all events in order 
and each in detail from its beginning to its conclusion, 
nor to enumerate every military engagement however 
trifling, and the other things which accurate historians 
describe.’^ He aims at a succinct relation, not at an 
ambitious history; and he therefore omits many things 
worthy of record, and, instead of dividing his history 
chronologically, simply dictates the most critical events 
and what most impressed itself on his recollection. “I do 
not note in detail every event, for it is my design to 
follow a middle course between the ancient historians of 
old Rome on the one hand, and our modern chrono- 
graphers on the other, avoiding the roundabout flow of 
the former and not imitating the bald conciseness of the 
latter, so that my narration may neither weary the 
reader nor omit capital events”. 

7roi7^(ra^€Voi rcov ^acri\f(av will rts fifra Ttva yfyov€V fyKpaTTj? 

ical TrXfop ovdfv (cd. Bonn, p. 2 ). The word aKpipifia meanh accurate 
fulness of detail, not accuracy in our sense of trustworthiness. Both 
Skylitzes and Psellos might be called fond of detail, for “detail” is 
ambiguous. The remark already quoted from Thierry, Les ditails sont 
Vdme de rhistotre, refers to details in the sense in which wc should«usc 
the word of Psellos. 

^ See his history, pp. I35> ^ 36 . Totr axpi^fai tq)v (Tvyypa(j)4ti>u would 
include Skylitzes. 

^ 3 ^ 
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Thus Psellos’ intention was to compose readable 
memoirs in contrast to the prevailing style of Byzantine 
history, which he considered dry and wearisome. By 
his neglect of chronology he completely breaks through 
the stereotyped method. There was consequently a sort 
of opposition between Psellos and contemporary his- 
torians like Joannes Skylilz&, who held fast by the old 
method ; there were, in fact, two historical schools — one 
instituted by Psellos, whose influence on historiography 
in method as well as in style was permanent, inasmuch 
as the best historians of the following centuries adopted 
a midway method. 

While he often omits important facts, such as the 
Patzinak war in the reign of Constantine IX, he devotes 
pages to minor details of court life which he had per- 
sonally observed, and he deems it necessary to apologise 
for such digressions.^ He says he will not describe the 
grief exhibited by Constantine when his queen Skicraina 
died, for such a description would be a descent to 
triviality (crfiiKpoXo'yetcrOai xal olov X.eTTToA.oyei'v) . “But 
if I myself am sometimes guilty of that against which 
I warn writers of history to guard, it is no wonder, for 
the notion of history is not so absolutely bounded, so 
shaved off on every side, as not to leave some loop- 
holes and passages for egress; but if anything take 
advantage of a loophole, the historian must quickly 
recall the wtiif, and must arrange his matter so as to 
bear on the general theme, considering all else as merely 
secondary”. 

His general view of history is, that it is directed by 
providence. 2 “1 am wont to refer to the pronoia of the 
Deity the arrangement of the larger events of history, 
indeed to attach to his prevision all events that do not 
arise from the perversion of our human nature”. Thus, 
'P. 134- »P. 64 . 
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as an orthodox member of the church, he believed in a 
combination of design and freewill. 

Michael Attaleiates was a younger contemporary of 
Psellos.^ He dedicates his history to the Emperor Nike- 
phoros Botaneiates, the predecessor of the great Alexios, 
and beginning with Michael IV gives a short eclectic 
sketch of the years 1034-1057, somewhat similar in com- 
pass, though different in style, to the sketch given by 
Pscllos of the reigns of Basil, Constantine VIII, and 
Romanos. His history becomes more complete with the 
revolt of Komnenos as that of Psellos with the accession 
of Michael IV. Although slight, the preliminary sketch 
is valuable, for Attaleiates was a man superior in judg- 
ment and insight to the average Byzantine chrono- 
grapher, and we shall have occasion to refer to it. He 
tells us in his introductory remarks that though he was 
distracted with official business which occupied him 
every hour of the day, it seemed good to him to under- 
take yet an additional labour and “ digest a few things 
in a short and simple style — as is meet for historians, if 
the subject be not agonistic and therefore demanding an 
artificial method, but historical and superior to irrele- 
vant prolixity — not concerning what I received from 
others by hearsay, but concerning what I myself wit- 
nessed and beheld, in order that things worthy of nar- 
rative may not be overwhelmed in the profundities of 
oblivion by the lapse of time”. It seems to me evident 
that this pointed remark in regard to style is intended as 
a criticism on Psellos, whose florid and elaborate style 
Attaleiates thought unsuitable for history, and himself 
followed the unadorned baldness of the older chrono- 
graphers. 

^ Besides his hislorv, published in the Bonn senes of Scriptores Byzantinii 
there is also extant his or will, containing regulations for a 

charitable institution {nTa^oTpoffifiov) which he founded; it has been 
published in the first volume of Sathas* Bibliotheca Graca Medti 
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Finlay did not know the history of Attaleiates — there 
is not a single reference to it in his History of Greece ; and 
it seems to have also escaped the notice of his learned 
editor. * 

Joannes Skylitzes, also knovm as Thrakesios,* was 
a contemporary of Attaleiat& and Psellos, and wrote a 
history of the Eastern Roman Empire from 8i i to io8i. 
He held the offices of kuropalates, drungarios of the 
guards, and protovestiarios, but we do not hear that he 
had any political influence. His history was plagiarised 
in a wholesale manner by George Kedrenos, who pro- 
bably lived at the close of the century and wrote a uni- 
versal history from the foundation of the world to the 
accession cf Isaac Komnenos. The latter part of Sky- 
litzes’ history (1057-1081) is printed at the end of the 
Bonn edition of Kedrenos. A Latin translation of the 
whole work of Skylitzes, byj. B. Gabius, was published 
at Venice in 1570. Between Skylitzes and Attaleiates 
there are very close resemblances, and I agree with 
Hertzberg that Skylitzes followed Attaleiates. His 
criticism on Psellos was mentioned above. 

Joannes Zonaras lived in the first half of the twelfth 
century, and probably finished his Epitome of Histories 
before 1 1 50. He is so much superior in calibre to writers 
like Theophanes and Kedrenos that Hertzberg ranked 
him not among chronographers but among historians. 
From this judgment, however, Hirsch dissents.® Zonaras 


^ Mr Tozer mentions in his valuable notes almost every source of 
winch Finlay was not aware. Besides Attaleiates, I have noticed the 
omi'ssion of Kritobulos^ the historian of the Ottoman conquest of Con- 
slantinople, who imitates Thukydidcs. Whereas the other Greek his- 
torians, Phrantzes, Dukas, and (lhalkokondyles, are patriots, Kritobulos 
is unique as writing in the Turkish interest; his hero is Mohammed. 

* Called Thrakesios by Kedrenos (i» 5) and Zonaras (iv, 196), He 
was probably a native of the Thrakesian theme. 

* F. Hirsch, Byzantinische Studun. p. 391 : ^onaras bemuht sick allerdings, 
wic ivir geseherty an einigen SuUeny verschiedenartige Berichte zm verarbeiteny aber 
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complciins at the beginning of his work of lack of books, 
and L. Dindorf, who examined carefully the sources of 
the earlier part of the work, concluded that his library 
was really very scanty. Whatever materials he lacked, 
he did not lack the history of Joannes Skylitzes, wliich 
he quotes, nor that of Psellos, which he also refers to and 
has utilised very largely, reproducing it even verbally, 
and constantly adopting from it expressions with a dif- 
ference. It will not be amiss to give one or two examples, 
as Zonaras, whose judiciousness was recognised by 
Gibbon, deserves attention, and the sources of the later 
portion of his history have not been adequately in- 
vestigated. 


Psellos. 

P. 36: eX'n'Lca'i re drro 

TTepl TOP Br)pO<TlOV CTTl- 
fie\eia<; rd d’rroXtoXora 
avTW ev icrrp dvaKTpu aa- 
6aL fi€rp(p TTpaxTosp p,aX- 
Xop t) ^acriXei/'i eyeyoi/ei 
. . .Toi)? TratSas Xoy Ltrrevwv 
iriK pw^. 

P. 12; evTevdev erepoi 
dvd' irepov 0 /SacrtXeus ylve- 
rat . . . VTTOTTro^ ovv 
TTai'Tas MTTTO Kal (To^apoi 
Trjv 6<l>pvv Ta? TC (f>piva^ 
VTT o K ad rj p,ev ot Kal rot? 
dpapravovai Svao pyo<; Kal 
^apvprjvt^. 


Zonaras.^ 

P. 1 3 1 : 'Iva yhp T&v 

aTroXcDXoTO) V KjoardiTia 
KTr\aT)Tai TTpa/crcop dvri 
Kpa 7 ovvTo<; iyevero Kal 
TT CK po<^ XoyLO-T'q^. 


P. 115- 0 he dWoiorepo^ 
T! TO irporepov' (royQapo? 
T€ yap eyeyouec xal to t]0o<: 
viroKaOiq p,evo^ vai Trap- 
TO 9 VTT (jOTTTeVe Kal 
opy^v ervy^avev aTra- 
paCryTO^;. 


er verfahrt dabei dock mit wenxg Kritik. Hirsch gives a very good account of 
Skylilzes. For the ninth and for the first half of the tenth century Hirsch’s 
book IS invaluable. 

1 The pages of Zonaras referred to are those of the 4th vol. of L. 
Dindorf’s ed. (1871). 
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P. 14: a 9 v/j,ia<i re eve- 
rrifirrXaro . . . veif>ovi ri/v 
Ke^a\r]v Tr\r]pa)6ei<; . . . ra 
fieXt] rrapaXvOel'; /cai 
veKpo'i yeyovaii 

fiera xal avrrjv airep- 

pr)^e rrjv ■’^v^r'/v. 


P. 1 1 5 : odev eKelvo^ StA 
ravra ve<f>ei 
affupiat irapelro ra pe\7) 
Kai epTTVOVi ^rrro i/eKpoi 
Kal ^pax^ SiaXivwv 
olKTpS)<; rov ^Lov e^eXnrev. 


The later chroniclers, Glykas, Ephraem, Joel, and 
Constantine Manasscs,* have no independent value. 
Events in “Italia” — by which Byzantine writers meant 
Calabria and Longibardia — and their Latin historians 
do not concern us here; but the chronicler, Lupus 
Protospata, it may be mentioned, is occasionally useful 
in supplying us with a date, and for the separation of 
the Greek and Latin churches, of which the Greek his- 
torians are silent, there is an important though short 
chapter in Leo of Ostia, the historian of Monte Casino. 

2. Basil II and Constantine VIII.* It is usual to say that 
Basil succeeded John Tzimiskes, and was succeeded by 
his brother Constantine. But, strictly speaking, Basil 
and Constantine were joint Emperors, although practi- 
cally Basil was sole sovran, as his brother was a man 
of pleasure who, preferring horse-racing to State busi- 
ness, and a lady’s chamber to the council-room, took no 
part in the administration. On their accession (976) 
Basil was twenty years old and Constantine seventeen, 
and it struck Psellos as a very remarkable and praise- 
worthy art of the latter to resign to his abler brother all 
claim to a share in the imperial power. 

Basil was like Henry V of England. Wild and addicted 
to pleasure before and for some years after his accession, 
he suddenly exhibited a complete change of character. 


^ Manasst's writes occasionallv a good “political’' verse. 

I* John Tzimiskes, ad, 969, Dec 25, Ba.sil II, ad. 976, Jan. 10- 
1025, Dec. Constantine VIII (IX), a.d. 976, Jan. 10-1028, Nov.] 
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and proved an energetic and brilliant monarch. Psellos 
was acquainted with men who had seen him. “ Most of 
our contemporaries"’, he says, “who saw the Emperor 
Basil regarded him as a tart man, abrupt and rough in 
character, prone to anger and obstinate, abstemious in 
his mode of life, and abhorring all delicate living. But, 
as I heard from historians of his time, he was not such at 
first, but having been dissolute and luxurious in his 
youth, he changed and became serious, for circum- 
stances acted on his nature like an astringent; the loose 
strings were stretched and the gaps closed in. At first he 
was wont to indulge openly in wild revels, he used to en- 
gage in amours, he loved conviviality; but after the two 
revolts of Skleros and the revolt of Phokas and other 
insurrections, he left the shores of luxury with full sail, 
and devoted himself to the serious things of life”. 

I'he first overt act which manifested the inward 
change in Basil’s character was the deposidon and 
banishment of the eunuch Basileios, who was chamber- 
lain and “President of the Senate”, a title which had 
been instituted for him by Nikephoros Phokas. Basileios 
was a half-brother of the Emperor, who, feeling himself 
incompetent and disinclined through youth and inex- 
perience to undertake the administration, abandoned 
the reins entirely to his namesake, who was personally 
very much attached to him. The stature, form, and 
bearing of the eunuch were imperial, and as John 
Tzimiskes had vested the civil government altogether 
in his hands, he was experienced in political affairs. 
Basil gave him “voice and hand” over all, military as 
well as civil, affairs; and thus the chamberlain was like 
an athlete performing while the Emperor stood by as a 
spectator, not intending, however, to place a crown on 
his head, but in order to learn a lesson, and at some 
future time perform in like manner himself. The act by 
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which he loosed the leading-strings and ceased to play 
a secondary part in the Empire took place, according 
to Psellos, soon after the suppression of the rebellion of 
Bardas Phokas in 989. If this be correct, the power of 
Basileios had lasted for thirteen years. But Kedrenos 
(Skylitzes), the “accurate’’ historian, places his fall some 
years sooner — namely, after the subjugation of the first 
rising of Bardas SkJeros. Finlay, accepting the statement 
of Kedrenos, assigns the change in Basil’s policy as the 
cause of the discontent and revolt of Phokas. Psellos 
assigns no reason for it except that as the relation of the 
Emperor Nikephoros he felt he had a claim to the throne, 
and he states clearly that the fall of the eunuch was 
subsequent to the revolt of Phokas. Having narrated 
that pretender’s strange death and how his head was 
brought to Basil, he writes, “From this time forward the 
Emperor becomes a different person ... he became sus- 
picious, haughty, reserved, and wrathful. Nor did he 
wish any longer to leave the administration to his 
chamberlain, but was ungracious to him”, etc.^ By the 
use of the pluperfect tense* Zonaras avoids committing 
himself to either opinion. He places his description of 
the change in Basil and the fall of the eunuch after the 
revolt of Phokas, following herein the order of Psellos; 
but by his mode of expression, “he had become haughty”, 
clc., he leaves it undetermined at what time the change 
took place. 

Whatever the date may have been, Basil did not con- 
cern himself to smooth the way for the removal of his 
minister from office. He managed the matter with 
brutal simplicity, cau.sing him to embark in a ship which 
carried him to exile. He then proceeded to examine all 
the acts of his ministry, and undid those which seemed 
aimed at personal display or private patronage, pro- 

^ P. la. * tyfydrei, p. 115. 


138 



BASIL II 


fessing ignorance of them. He even dismantled the 
splendid monastery which the president, who was im- 
mensely wealthy, had built; and so, as he said, turned 
the refectory into a reflectory, because the monks would 
be obliged henceforward to reflect seriously how to ob- 
tain the necessaries of life. ^ Basileios was utterly over- 
whelmed with grief at this unkind treatment, and with 
disappointment at having to say a long farewell to all his 
greatness. His noble form became a living corpse, a 
literal monument of the sudden change of fortune, and 
he soon died. At the same time Basil began to apprehend 
the difficulties that attend on an Emperor’s office, and 
the seriousness of his position so impressed him that he 
became quite ascetic, abstaining from all good cheer, 
wearing no ornaments on his person, not even a chain 
on his neck, nor a diadem on his head, nor a chlamys 
bordered with purple; superfluous rings he put away 
from him, and eschewed many colours in his clothes. 
He was completely preoccupied with the problem how 
to make all the acts of his rule concur “to produce an 
imperial harmony”.^ 

The second revolt of Skleros followed hard upon the 
death of Phokas, his old rival. In regard to this revolt 
Psellos states a fact which Skylitzes® seems not to have 
known or not to have believed, and Zonaras does not 
record. From their narratives we should conclude that 
the hostility of Skleros was only momentary, and that 

^ P. 13* ovK ciPi/ft ov (f)povTirrT^ptoVy ^^apifvrirrdixfvos 

ftTTfty, Tu povaaT^piov Sia <f>poin’i^os Ti6(pfv<t>tf rtov ev aiVco, 

OTTQJS flv tavrots ra avnyxoia rroplfraivTtt, 

^ OTTW? tiv TO (ipXV^ dppoviav (iaaikiK^v (rvpi'it^d(TH€. 

® K<*dreno.s, ir, p. 44^' dpri de tov <P<t)Ka an a^avuvros Kara rdv 
'ArrpiWiov prjva Tijf fifVTtpns IvbiKTiUtPos tov ,S'v^C' (Tovs Jcal Tjjs jcar’ 
avTOV aTroa-Taalas 6ia\vBft(rrjs ddfias Xa/io/X€P 09 o TraXiv 

av€\dpiii(ivfv eavTop Kai tt)i' nportpov ttriopdaKfi in^oaTacriav. oirtp 
TTvOdpfpos 6 fiafrCKfiis ypdp.pno'i irappvti, k.t.X. . . . tovtoh ht rots 
ypuppaai paXaxBe'ts . . . KaraTidtraL rd oTrXa. 
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his reconciliation with Basil took place almost im- 
mediately, certainly before the end of the year 989. But 
Psellos tells us that his rebellion, which began in the 
summer of that year, lasted many years longer. He did 
not venture on an engagement with the imperial troops, 
but strengthened and increased his army and cut off the 
traffic and means of communication with the capital, 
and intercepted supplies. His army was devoted to him 
—won by his kindness and good fellowship; he used to 
call each soldier by his name, eat at the same table with 
his men, and share the same wine-bowl. But he felt age 
with stealing steps creeping over his frame, and at the 
last listened to an embassy of Basil, who seems to have 
been at the end of his wit to disembarrass himself of the 
opposition of the able general. 

Now the manner in which Psellos states the duration 
of the hostility of Skleros is peculiar. 1* “This tyranny 
which began in summer did not cease in the autumn, 
nor was it circumscribed even by the limit of a year, but 
for many years the mischief surged”. It is, I think, a 
legitimate conjecture that the negative clauses refer to, 
and arc intended to refute, a prevailing view, which was 
shared by Skylitzes, and which Psellos considered an 
historical error. If this be so, the opposition between 
the historical schools was not confined to style and 
method. 

Zonaras took from Psellos liis account of the meeting 
between Basil and Skleros, but he omitted what is per- 
haps the most interesting point about it — the advice 
which the aged, now blind, commander gave to the 
young Emperor, who asked him as a general for his 
opinion as to the best policy for maintaining absolute 
power and at'oiding rebellions. The advice which he 

^ History, p. 15. . .aXX fni 7roXXo7f (rfo-i rovTt ?ii(Kvp.aLveTo kqkov, 

[• V note 58, p. a 16, voi. v, Bury’s Gibbon^ 1898 cd.] 
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gave, says Psellos, W2is not strategic, but unprincipled 
(iravovpyo^i ) — as we should say. Machiavellian. It was 
to do away with too exalted offices, to allow no military 
officer to be too rich, to wear them out with unjust 
exactions, so that their private affairs may claim all their 
attention, not to introduce a wife into the palace, to be 
to none easy to deal with, and to be chary of imparting 
to others his secret resolves. 

This advice of a man who knew the condition of the 
Roman Empire well indicates clearly the danger which 
was threatening the Macedonian dynasty, and, staved 
off for a time by Basil’s personal vigour, finally over- 
threw it — the power of the wealthy Asiatic aristocrats, 
who by their wealth could convert the imperial regi- 
ments which they commanded into private armies of 
their own. 

Basil’s subsequent policy was conceived fully in the 
spirit of his old opponent’s advice. The law of allUengfon, 
by which the rich taxpayers of a district were bound to 
make up the deficiencies of the poorer, is an instance of 
the “unjust exactions”. The loyalty of terror, and not 
the loyalty of goodwill, was what he wished to secure. 
He managed the whole administration himself, and as 
he grew older experience made him quite independent 
of the wisdom of councillors. As Psellos expresses his 
policy of imperial absolutism, he steered the Slate not 
according to enacted laws, but according to the un- 
written laws of his own well-constituted nature; and in 
this spirit he paid no attention to educated men, but 
utterly looked down on them. This was a feature of 
Basil’s reign; culture was not patronised, but dis- 
couraged and scorned by the Emperor.' Nevertheless we 

^ This feature should doubtless be connected with the policy of de- 
pressing the nobility and higher classes who represented the culture of 
the Empire. The education of BasiEs niecCT Zoe and Theodora was com- 
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are told that there was a large number of philosophers 
and rhetoricians in those days. On which fact, which 
strikes him as curious, Psellos makes the comment that to 
these men culture was an end in itself, not a mere means 
to favour or money, “whereas now money is the end”. 

Psellos does not enter on the subject of Basil’s cam- 
paigns, but he has some interesting remarks on his 
military system. One of his peculiarities was to pay no 
attention to the traditional habit of limiting the season 
of campaigns. It was usual to set forth in the middle of 
spring and retire before the extreme heat began. Basil, 
with “adamantine” indifference, despised heat and 
defied cold when he had an object in view, and like 
other great generals made season wait on occasion. His 
great principle in tactics was to preserve the ranks un- 
broken; he considered that this was the one secret which 
would save the Greek phalanxes from rout, and he was 
punctilious in punishing that too eager bravery which 
led a man to step out before his fellows or leave his 
column. When soldiers on one occasion openly grumbled 
at his mode of battle, he calmly replied with a smile, 
“There is no other means by which we can cease 
waging war”. 

His personal appearance is minutely described by 
Psellos. His stature was rather under-sized, but not dis- 
proportionate; on horseback he looked incomparable, 
like the statue of a master sculptor, presenting inflexibly 
the same pose both uphill and downhill. His face was 
an exact circle; his forehead neither retreated nor pro- 
truded. His eyes were bright and flashing, and the brow, 
avoiding the extremes of a feminine straight line and the 
grim aspect lent by an or erhanging shape, expressed his 

plclely neglected. His secretaries were obscure men of little training, but 
lit* vvTOte his despatches in so simple and unvarnished a style that no great 
ability was required (p. 19). 
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innate pride. He wore a thick beard and whiskers which 
he was fond of twirling, particularly when he was angry 
or perplexed in thought ; he had also the habit of sticking 
out his elbow and resting his fingers on his hips. He 
spoke in short abrupt sentences, more like a peasant 
than a gentleman, and when he indulged in laughter 
his whole frame assisted in the operation. 

3. Constantine VIII.* On Basil’s death in 1025 his 
brother and sleeping colleague, if we may use the ex- 
pression, at the advanced age of seventy became ruler 
of the Empire. His chief achievement was to spend the 
immense treasures which Basil had accumulated, and 
which were so large that he had to build subterranean 
treasure vaults. The money in the treasury amounted 
to 200,000 lb. of gold.i The arrears of two years’ taxes 
were due when Basil died; these he rigorously collected. 
He was now an old voluptuary, utterly unfit to conduct 
the government, in which he had never taken any 
interest. He cared only for horse-racing, hunting, and 
dice-playing, or for tasting luxurious dishes. He had 
always been weak-minded, and his originally firm 
physique was so worn with age and indulgence and gout 
that, instead of meeting in the field the barbarians who 
were threatening the Empire, he preferred to buy them 
off. It was his custom to forestall conspiracies by 
depriving of .sight those whom he suspected, and he 
inflicted the same penalty on any one who actually 
conspired. That the notion of justice was alien to him 
is further shown by his habit of overwhelming persons in 
his immediate environment with a bounty which he did 
not extend further. He was too capricious and flighty 

[* Constantine VIII (IX), a.d. 976, Jan. lO^ioaB, Nov.] 

1 If Zonarai means pounds by the pedantic word talents, the sum exceeds 
nine million pounds sterling. (Finlay, ji, p. 387.) I am afraid that 
Pscllos (whom Finlay elsewhere calls a pedant) is originally responsible 
for the affected word tdents. 
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to cherish resentment like Basil, and he often repented 
of his own severity. 

Although his education was only superficial, he had 
a mother-wit and a remarkable fluency of speech — in 
this, too, contrasting with his brother — so that when he 
dictated business letters or despatches the fastest writer 
could not keep up with him. 

It was Basil’s custom to transact all business as far as 
possible himself. Constantine, on the other hand, trans- 
acted no business himself, except occasionally the dicta- 
tion of letters. He entrusted the administration to six 
eunuchs of his household.* 

His wife Helena, the daughter of Alypios, a man of 
distinction, bore him three daughters, of whom their 
childless uncle Basil had been extremely fond. The 
eldest, Eudokia, was unlike her family in being of 
equable and soft disposition; she was permitted at her 
own request to retire into a monastery. The other two, 
Zoe and Theodora, who were of a prouder and more 
domineering temper, were destined to play a prominent 
part during the following years. When his death was 
approaching, the Emperor chose Romanos Argyropolos 
to be his successor as the husband of his second and 
fairest daughter Zoe, then forty-eight years old. The fact 
that he was already married was no impediment; his 
wife cut off her hair and sought the retreat of a convent. 

Zonaras states that Constantine had originally 
destined Theodora to be the wile of Romanos, but that 
she refused. “ Psellos makes a contrary statement — 
namely, that before the selection of Romanos the Em- 
peror’s choice fell on his second daughter. Moreover, 
he omits to mention a circumstance recorded by Z6- 

* Their names are recorded by Kedreno*?. 

* Vol. IV’, p. 128: >7 yitp TpiTtj But TO Tr}v (Kfiuov ^vviTcipav aKOixrat' 

auroC ■napaiTTjo'acrSai ttjv /ict’ auroO <ru/i|3ia)(riv \4yeTai. 
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naras and Kedrenos, that the first intention was to name 
Constantine Dalassenos as his successor. 

4. RSmanos HI. * We are informed by Psellos that from 
the accession of Romanos his narrative will become 
fuller; “for the Emperor Basil died when I was an infant, 
and Constantine when I was just beginning my lessons; 
I was never in their presence, nor did I ever hear them 
speaking, and I know not whether I saw either of them, 
as I was too young to remember. But Romanos I saw 
and on one occasion met him. Thus my account of Basil 
and Constantine is derived from others, whereas I can 
describe Romanos from personal knowledge”. 

Romanos was well bom and well educated, but 
Psellos expresses contempt for the amount and quality 
of his learning. “He thought that he knew far more 
than he did”. He was ambitious to rival Marcus An- 
toninus and pose as a philosopher on the throne. It be- 
came the fashion to talk metaphysics at court, but it was 
mere pretence and show, due to no real concern for 
truth ; and the learned of that time, says Psellos, had not 
reached further than the portals of Aristotle and only 
knew by rote a few catchwords of Platonism, never really 
penetrating into the secrets of metaphysics. 

Another mania of Romanos was warfare, of which he 
knew absolutely nothing. When he did not talk of the 
insoluble problems of parthenogenesis, his conversation 
was of greaves and corslets. He had high-flying schemes 
of subjugating all the eastern and all the western nations ; 
he burned to rival the exploits of Alexander, Hadrian, 
or Trajan. His expedition against the Saracens in 1030 
ended in a complete fiasco. Contrary to the advice of 
his officers he had rejected the proposals of the Caliph 
for peace, as he could not bring himself to give up the 
delightful prospect of cutting trenches, diverting the 
[* Romanos III, Argyros, a.d. 1028, Nov. 12-1034, Ap ] 
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courses of rivers, laying ambushes, and performing the 
military operations described in ancient history. The 
great Basil made war in order to be at peace; Romanos 
made war for its own sake. Psellos says that he began 
the war without a pretext, but we read in Kedrenos that 
Spondyles, governor of Antioch, had suffered a serious 
•defeat in the last month of 1029, which endangered the 
SEifety of Syria, so that Psellos is probably exaggerating 
for the sake of effect the sexagenarian Emperor’s 
childish fancy to do what he read of. 

Thus Romanos “raught at mountains with out- 
stretched arms, yet parted but the shadow with his 
hand”. He had ascended the throne with high fan- 
tastical hopes of a brilliant and long reign, and perhaps 
the foundation of a new dynasty, and he held court with 
more splendour and practised a more profuse liberality 
than most sovrans. He had inaugurated his reign 
with popular measures, abolishing, for example, the 
allSlengyon. But the discomfiture at Azaz acted like cold 
water, and moreover placed his finances in a very 
unsatisfactory condition. Con.sequcntly, when he re- 
turned to Constantinople after his unlucky experiences, 
his domestic policy changed. He abandoned the idea 
of being a second Trajan or Hadrian, and set before 
himself the far more practical ideal of a Byzantine 
financier — “a less strange life”. For his subjects this 
meant that he became a tyrant instead of a liberal if 
fantastic sovran. His object was to recruit the treasury 
for the money he had staked for the glory he had not 
won. He waked from their slumbers old and forgotten 
claims, dormant since the proverbial archonship of 
Eukleides, and visited with bitter visitation the monetary 
deficiencies of the fathers upon the children. In these 
matters he did not sit as an impartial judge, but acted 
as an advocate of the exchequer. 
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The use to which he put the results of his financial 
abilities was such that not even the court, much less the 
mass of his subjects, derived any benefit from all the 
money that streamed into the treasury. For Romanos 
had yet another mania. He desired not only to rival 
Basil I or Constantine the Great as the founder of a new 
dynasty, to imitate Alexander or Trajan as a general, to 
rank with Aurelius as a crowned philosopher; he wished 
also to emulate Solomon and Justinian as a builder. 
Justinian had built the immortal church of the Divine 
Wisdom ; Romanos determined to build a church to the 
mother of God on a grand scale. “A whole mountain 
was excavated” to supply the stones, and the art of 
excavation was reckoned a branch of philosophy; the 
workmen engaged in the edifice were ranked with the 
assistants of Pheidias and Polygnotos. The work con- 
tinued interminably, for the original design was not 
followed out, but modified and enlarged as it progressed. 
The sources of gold were being exhausted, and yet the 
church was not approaching completion. 

Romanos looked on this as a work of piety and under- 
took it professedly from pious motives, but Psellos says 
of course that they were only sham. It is interesting to 
read the philosopher’s comments on the propriety of 
spending money on costly buildings for divine service. 
“It is good”, he says, “to love the comeliness of the 
house of the Lord, as the psalmist says, and the habita- 
tion of his glory, and often to prefer throwing away 
money on it to winning happiness from other things. 
This is good, and who will gciinsay those who are con- 
sumed with zeal for the Lord? But the principle holds 
good only when there is nothing to interfere with this 
pious end — when it does not involve injustice and harm 
to the public weal. Care that there should be nothing 
indecent in the Lord’s house docs not imply that even 
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walls, encircling pillars, and swinging drapery, or ex- 
pensive sacrifices are necessary to serve God, the true 
requisite being a mind encircled with godliness, a soul 
hued with the intellectual purple, even actions, and the 
fair affection of heart which really consists in an un- 
affected manner. The Emperor understood syllogisms, 
and the puzzles of Sorites and Nobody, but he had no 
practical philosophy”. He was not content with build- 
ing the church; he added to it a monastery which he 
supplied with the greatest luxury. 

While the Emperor’s thoughts were occupied with 
building, intrigues were carried on at court of which he 
seems to have been intentionally ignorant. The Empress 
Zde had cause for dissatisfaction and very good retison 
for laying plans for future contingencies. At the time of 
his accession, although he himself was sixty-five and Zoc 
almost fifty years old, Romanos had cherished the hopes 
of founding a dynasty. But w’hen charms and aphro- 
disiacs proved unavailing, and he found that there was 
no prospect of issue, he began to show a neglect to his 
wife, which she felt derogatory to her royal birth, and 
lived apart from her, an arrangement which, being a 
delicate liver, she could not endure. Moreover, as she 
had no child and as the Emperor’s sister Pulcheria had 
great influence with her brother, and was not well dis- 
posed to herself, the prospect of what might happen on 
his death seemed precarious, and the state of his health 
indicated that he could not live long. 

The most trusted counsellor of the Emperor was a 
eunuch named Joannes, a very clever man of low origin 
who held the post of orphanotrophos, or head of an institu- 
tion for the support of orphans. We shall have occasion 
to learn more about his personal qualities when we come 
to the history of the next reign. He and Zoe were on 
very bad terms, and perhaps wc may suppose that he 
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influenced the Emperor in his behaviour towards her. 
But he had a very handsome brother named Michael, 
a youth of regular features, with bright eyes and a fair 
pink and white complexion. One day when the Em- 
peror and Empress were sitting together, Joannes by 
imperial direction introduced his brother for inspection. 
The Emperor having addressed a few questions to him 
dismissed him, bidding him remain in attendance within 
the palace, but the Empress saw and loved. For a long 
time she kept her feelings a secret, but, unable longer 
to endure the pangs, she changed her behaviour to 
Joannes and became quite amicable, courting oppor- 
tunities of conversation with him; and casually intro- 
ducing the topic of his brother she desired him to 
convey to Michael a permission to enter her presence 
whenever he wished. Joann«, at first unsuspicious, soon 
ascertained the state of Zoe's affections, which were 
manifested clearly in her next interview with Michael. 
Grasping the situation and seeing the prospect of un- 
limited power by the devolution of the sovranty on his 
brother, he prepared Michael for the part he was to play. 

The intrigue soon became an open scandal. Zoc, in 
the extravagance of her passionate admiration, used to 
array her lover in cloth of gold and rings ; she was seen 
to place him on the throne with a sceptre and a crown. 
Pulcheria and her adherents indignantly informed the 
Emperor of what he could not, except intentionally, 
have avoided seeing. He felt no tremor cordis at Zoe’s 
virginalling on Michael’s palm. He merely for form’s 
sake summoned the young man and questioned him on 
the matter, and when he denied the allegations on oath, 
professed to consider tlie informants calumniators and 
the alleged adulterer a most loyal servant. One point 
in Michael’s favour was his liability to epileptic fits, 
which might be thought to unfit him for offices of gal- 
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lantry; and it might be supposed that this circumstance 
really disarmed the suspicions of Romanos. But Psellos 
learned from a well-informed person who moved in the 
court at that time, and was acquainted intimately with 
the course of the love-drama of the Empress and Michael, 
that Romanos was perfectly aware that Zoe was madly 
in love with Michael, but was quite indifferent and de- 
termined to overlook it. And we can well understand 
that on the head of Romanos, old and worn with 
disease, and devoid of affection for Zoe, the horns sat 
lightly. His sister Pulcheria, who led the party which 
disapproved of the intrigue, died soon afterwards, and 
then Joannes and Michael had a free field. 

Psellos gives a description of the wasting disease which 
consumed the frame of Romanos. He had himself seen 
him in a procession looking like a corpse; his hair had 
fallen off, and he used to stop and draw breath every 
few steps. It was generally believed that his death, 
which took place in a bath, was accelerated by poison 
administered by Zoe (1034). 

The officials of the palace, both those attached to the 
Basilian family, and also the adherents of the late Em- 
peror, advised Zoe to wait, nor in such weighty matters 
take a too hasty step. But her mind was quite made up, 
inasmuch as her affections were engaged, and she was 
incited to speedy action by Joannes. Michael the 
Paphlagonian wtis placed on the throne the same 
evening, and all the residents in the palace paid him the 
usual homage. Two commands were sent to the prefect 
of the city, that he should come early on the morrow 
with the members of the Senate to recognise the new 
Emperor, and that he should make arrangements for 
the obsequies of the deceased. The ceremony of homage 
consisted in the senators advancing one by one into the 
presence of the King and Queen, seated on thrones, and 
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laying their heads on the ground before each; they then 
kissed the right hand of the Emperor, but not that of the 
Empress. 

Pscllos was in Constantinople at this time, a lad yet 
unbearded, and witnessed the funeral of Romanos. The 
corpse, which was not, as with us, covered in a coffin, 
but carried in an open bier, was so changed that it was 
unrecognisable. The face was swollen, and the colour 
was not that of a dead body, but resembled persons who 
have been injured by drugs. Whether Romanos was 
really poisoned was a question on which contemporaries 
could only entertain suspicions, but their suspicions seem 
to have been very strong. 

5. Michael IV.* Even from Zonaras it might be seen 
that Michael IV was by no means a bad Emperor. The 
energetic part he took in the Bulgarian expedition just 
before his death was really heroic, if heroism means the 
surrender of personal interests and endurance of pain 
for impersonal ends. But in Psellos we can see his judg- 
ment and ability far more clearly than in Zonaras, who 
gives us an abridgment of Psellos. He tells us plainly 
that he is combating against a prevailing opinion, de- 
trimental to Michael; he has in fact made himself 
Michael’s apologist. We may assume with tolerable 
certainty that he owed some of his information to Con- 
stantine Lcichudes, who became a member of the Senate 
at this time, and through whose influence probably 
Psellos himself became judge at Philadelphia. “I am 
well aware”, he says, “that many chroniclers in treating 
of his life will give an account diverging from ours; for 
the suspicion of the reverse of what was really the case 
was more prevalent in his times. But I, having partly 
had to do myself with the actual affairs, and having 
partly learned the secrets of state from persons who were 

[* Michael IV, the Paphlagonian, a.d. 1034, April 11-1041, Dec.] 
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in close attendance on him, am a competent judge of the 
matter, except my eyes and ears be impugned”. 

As a contemf)orary, Psellos is the best authority we 
have, and his whole account of the reign of Michael IV 
gives us the impression of an impartiality which un- 
fortunately we cannot always give him credit for. But 
his favourable representation of the Emperor’s cha- 
racter is confirmed by the shortly expressed judgment 
of Michael Attaleiat& — “he left behind him many 
tokens of virtue”.^ “If we leave out of sight”, says 
Psellos, “his conduct before his accession, he will rank 
among the few elect monarchs”. 

Michael is an instance of a man who suddenly became 
mature. For a short time at the beginning of his reign, 
he made the palace a sort of playground, gratifying the 
whims of the Empress and careless of everything serious, 
just like a boy. But he suddenly became conscious of the 
magnitude of supreme power and the responsibilities de- 
volving on a true king, and, immediately rising to the 
situation, he put away childish things and proved that 
his nature was not superficial. It struck Psellos as notably 
admirable that he made no sudden change in the ad- 
ministration, but graduated all his alterations. He intro- 
duced no no\'elty in the ordinary practices, annulled no 
law, made no change in the Senate. To personal friends 
to whom he had pledged himself before his acces,sion he 
kept his word, but did not immediately place them in 
high posts; he gave them subordinate positions as a pre- 
hminary training for advancement. His unwearying 
solicitude both provided that the pro\'incial cities were 
well governed, and secured the Empire against in- 
va.sion.^ 

' History^ p. lo: TToAAti apfrrjs KordKin^v etVot'tO’^ara. Skvlitzes’ 
judgment is also favourable (Kedrenos, ii, p. 534) . 

* ^rtiPToSaffoy ijv rrtp'i ryfi’ rijs Trpnvoiav, ov puvof ras fvroi,' 

TJp.€T(^}(OV TToXeiS €VV(>p<Wp€VOS TTOIWV tlWa KUt Ttuy TTipi^ 
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He bestowed particular diligence on the efficiency and 
improvement of the army, “the sinews of Romaioi”. 
The administration of the finances he left entirely to his 
brother Joannes, who was experienced in that depart- 
ment. 

Like Romanos, his predecessor, Michael was very re- 
ligious, but he was not like him a dilettante', he was really 
in earnest. He was not only a constant church-goer, but 
he cultivated the society of theosophists, whom Psellos 
calls philosophers and distinguishes from the meta- 
physicians, such as Romanos used to patronise; they 
were the philosophers who despise the world, and live 
with beings that are above the world. Michael sent out 
to the highroads and hedges, searched high and low 
throughout the whole Empire to find such men, and 
when they arrived in his palace showed them the most 
extravagant veneration, rubbing their dirty feet with his 
own hands, and kissing them. He even went so far as to 
WTap secretly his imperial person in their rags. He used 
to .set them on a couch, and lie at their feet on a stool. 
Those who had bodily sores or infirmities, and had 
thereby become disgusting to their fellowmen, were the 
objects of his special devotion; he used to wash them like 
a servant, and actually place his face on their sores. 

Psellos speaks in tones of praise of this extravagant 
method of realising a spiritual life, which seems to us 
a sort of monomania. But Michael was really sincere, 
and we must remember that he had no “Hellenic cul- 
ture” to preserve him from these aberrations of a self- 
annihilating gymnosophic asceticism, which seems so 
ludicrou.s in a .sovran. He was not only ascetic himself, 
he also encouraged asceticism in others, and he laid out 
large sums in endowing monasteries for both male and 

Tfii' r]fj.a£ ttpncTTtXAwt/ f<f}o8<nfS tovto fifv irpe(T!3flaii rovTO fie ficopoi? 
TuvTo fie eVere/wy dTrofrroXatr. {Hist. p. 5 B.) 
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female recluses. He built a new hall at Constantinople, 
called the Ptochotropheion, a sort of refectory for poor 
religious people. His zeal for saving lost souls extended 
itself to unfortunate females, of whom there was a very 
large number in the capital. As “such persons are apt 
to be deaf to salutary advice”, he did not think it 
judicious to reclaim them by moral lectures, nor did he 
think of using violence. He built a very large and fine 
reformatory or penitentiary in the city, and then pro- 
claimed to all women who made a trade of their persons, 
that if any of them wished to live in plenty, she had only 
to repair to this refuge and take the monastic habit. 
A large swarm of the “ladies of the roof”^ presented 
themselves, and were enrolled as recruits in the army of 
God. What the social effects of this step were, if “a large 
swarm” is to be taken literally, we can only conjecture 
from the well-known measure which was tried at 
Venice. Such an effect, however, could only have been 
momentary; for as Michael’s object was not directly to 
repress prostitution, but to save lost souls, and as he 
passed no repressive measure, the curtailed supply 
would, in a very short time, again equal the demand. 

Persons ill disposed to the Emperor put a malicious 
construction on his religious practices, asserting that be- 
fore he ascended the throne he had had communication 
with evil spirits with which he had made a compact to 
deny God, and so lose his soul on condition of obtaining 
the Empire. This is an interesting instance of the 
medieval superstition of compacts with the devil. 

It was Michael’s close connection with his family that 
prevented his good qualities from being appreciated; 
his affectionate brothers proved liis greatest misfortune, 

^ KOI TToXvf (VTfvBfV Tu)!' fn't TOV TfyOVS (KflStV (TVV € pft€Va‘(V 

(p. 67). Five hundred years before Theodora and Justinian had made 
cfl'orts to reclaim prostitutes. 
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their vulgar grasping natures tarnishing the lustre of his. 
They were a sort of nemesis which attended his elevation. 
The eldest and chief of them, who possessed most 
political talent, was Joannes the orphanotrophos, of 
whom I must now give a more detailed account. Psellos, 
when old enough to be a capable observer, had seen him 
and heard him speaking, and been in his company 
while he was transacting business; and he had observed 
his character carefully. He sums up his good and bad 
qualities in a businesslike manner which reminds us of 
Ammianus Marcellinus. He was keen and ready of wit, 
as could be seen by the flash of his eye; in the transaction 
of business he was most diligent and hardworking, and 
very experienced; his keenness was manifested parti- 
cularly in public finances. He did no evil to any one, 
but put on a sour face in order to frighten people, and 
often deterred men from bad actions by his threatening 
looks. Hence he was really a tower of defence for the 
Emperor, for night and day his thoughts were busy with 
the interests of the State, though this did not prevent 
him from attending banquets and public festivals. No- 
thing that went on escaped his many-eyed vigilance, 
which was so great that he used often in the dead hours 
of the night to walk through the whole city — “like 
lightning”, says Psellos — easily escaping observation 
himself, for having been originally a monk he continued 
to wear a monastic dress. His excellent information on 
all that went on exercised a wholesome terror, which 
prevented gatherings and meetings that might look like 
illegal conspiracies. 

Such were his laudable qualities, over against which 
Psellos places his profound dissimulation. He always 
adapted his words and looks to his company, and he had 
the habit of gazing at a person steadily when he was at 
some distance, and on his approach behaving as if he 
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had not been aware of his presence before. If any one 
made a new suggestion which seemed likely to prove 
advantageous, he would pretend that he had himself 
decided on the course proposed long since, and rebuked 
the suggestor for his tardiness, who passed out crest- 
fallen, while Joannes put the suggestion in practice and 
was under no obligation to its real author. He was am- 
bitious to behave with princely grandeur and dignity, 
but the inner man continually exposed itself; he was not 
to the manner born. He used occasionally to indulge in 
potations, and it was then especially that his vulgarity 
came out in indecent behaviour. Yet even on such 
occasions he did not forget the absorbing cares of power. 
Pscllos often met him at banquets, and wondered how 
a man unable to refrain from intoxication and laughter 
could draw the car of government. But when he was 
drunk he measured the behaviour of each of his fellows, 
and called them to account afterwards for what they 
said or did, .so that men were more afraid of him drunk 
than sober. He was a strange compound, this man, 
dressed in his monastic gown. To the decency which such 
a dress might seem to demand he did not dream of pay- 
ing any regard, though, in deference to some new im- 
perial law which concerned the monastic orders, he 
might occasionally pretend some outward conformity. 
For dissolute livers he entertained a contempt, but to 
gentlemen of liberal culture and refined habits he felt a 
repugnance and tried to diminish their influence. 

The shiftiness which he displayed towards the world 
in general was, in relation to his brothers, replaced by 
an unvarying affection. The other brothers are repre- 
sented to have been a worthless lot. If Joannes was far 
inferior in virtue to Michael, he was far superior to the 
other three, Niketas, Constantine, and Georgios. They 
utilised their kinship to the Emperor as a cover for 
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deeds of injustice of which Joannes did not approve; 
while Joannes was so fond of his brothers that he took 
care that the Emperor should not hear of them, and if 
anything did come to his ears used his influence to pro- 
tect them from the imperial anger. Niketas was made 
duke (Swuf) of Antioch, where he signalised himself by 
an act of perfidy. The citizens, who before his arrival 
had wreaked summary vengeance on a tax collector who 
had behaved indecently towards them, shut the gates in 
fear lest Niketas should punish them. He bound him- 
self by oaths to grant a plenary pardon, but when he was 
admitted put a great number to death and sent many of 
the chief men to the capital.^ Some time after this 
Niketas died, and his brother Constantine, a eunuch like 
Joannes, succeeded him as duke of Antioch, and in that 
office relieved Edessa from a Saracen siege. He was soon 
raised to the rank of domeslikos, or commander of the 
eastern armies. Georgios, of whom we hear least, was 
made protovestiarios; he too was probably a eunuch. 
The whole family was very unpopular; 

And what is Edward but a ruthless sea ? 

What Clarence but a quicksand of deceit? 

And Richard but a ragged fatal rock? 

And the Emperor Michael was involved in the un- 
popularity of the family with which he was identified. 

Joannes was a man of boundless activity and re- 
sources. His object was to secure the succession for his 
own family — to found a Paphlagonian dynasty ; and as 
Michael’s health was very bad it was imperative to take 
precautions in good time. A scheme of personal ambition 
which he attempted to execute failed. This was his own 

' Zonaras, iv, 138. The citizem of Antioch were suspected of a degree 
of goodwill towards Constantine Dala.ssenos which wa.s inconsistent with 
their loyalty to the throne. Dalassenoa was con.sidered a dangerous 
person, and kept in strict confinement. 
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election to the patriarchal chair, which involved the de- 
position of the then patriarch Alexios, to compass which 
Joannes formed a cabal of clerical dignitaries who con- 
spired to unseat Alexios on the ground that he had not 
been canonically elected. Alexios was equal to the 
occasion, and pointed out that if his election had not 
been canonical, the inv'alidity of all the appointments 
he had made during his tenure of office would follow of 
logical necessity. This manifesto caused the majority of 
the clergy to take the part of Alexios, and the scheme of 
Joannes fell through. If he had been successful — if 
Alexios had been a weaker man or had happened to die 
in the reign of Michael IV — Joannes would have been 
in so secure and influential a position that he might have 
saved his family dynasty from the catastrophe in which 
the conduct of Michael Kalaphates invoh ed it. Alexios 
was probably never well disposed to the Paphlagonian 
family, but he was a firm adherent of the Basilian house. 

The epileptic fits to which the Emperor was subject 
became so constant that he was obliged to lead a life of 
great seclusion, and when his imperial duties made it 
necessary to hold an audience, purple curtains and 
curtain-pullers were so placed that if the least sign indi- 
cated that the disease was about to seize him his agony 
could in a moment be concealed from view, as it were in 
a separate room. And when he rode abroad he was 
accompanied by a guard which used to form a circle 
round him, so that if he were overtaken by a fit he 
should not be a public spectacle. In the intervals be- 
tween the fits he was always actively engaged. But 
Joannes perceived that the sands of his life were running 
quickly down, and he framed a plan for securing the 
succession to his family, which consisted in the timely 
elevation of a nephew to the rank of Caesar, and the 
adoption of him by the Empress Zoe as her son. 
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Besides his four brothers Joannes had a sister named 
Maria, who was the wife of a ship-tarrer (caulker) 
named Stephanos. The brother-in-law had taken his 
share in the successes of the family, and had been ap- 
pointed to succeed George Maniakes in Sicily, where, 
as might be expected, he conducted affairs with such 
gross incompetency and corruption that the rich island 
was lost to the Saracens, with the exception of Messene, 
which was preserved by the bravery of its commandant 
Kekaumenos Katakolon. Psello.<: saw Stephanos after he 
had been transformed in the game of fortune from a 
pitch-smearer of ships to a military commander, and 
was highly amused with the figure he cut. He looked 
out of place on his steed, and his dress looked out of 
place on him ; he was like a pygmy trying to act Herakles, 
but unable to manage the lionskin and wield a club 
bigger than himself. This man and Maria had a son 
named Michael, who was surnamed Kalaphatcs after 
his father’s profession. He had not been forgotten in the 
family preferments, and had been appointed captain of 
the bodyguard. On him the choice of Joannes fell to 
succeed his brother, for he seems to have been the 
nearest relative eligible,^ and he decided to have him 
proclaimed Ctesar. It required some adroitness to sug- 
gest this to the Emperor and obtain his consent, as it is 
a matter of difficulty even for brothers to introduce to 
monarchs the subject of their own mortality. 

Psellos professes to give a full account of the conversa- 
tion which passed between Joannes and Michael. That 
some such conversation did take place we have no 
reason to doubt, though of course the actual words 
put into their mouths by Psellos are as fictitious as the 
dialogue of the Athenians and Melians in Thukydidcs. 
It has a considerable value, however, as a dialogue 

^ Niketas was dead; Constantine and Georgios were eunuchs. 
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imagined as probable by a contemporary, and in this 
aspect claims our attention. Joannes begins by re- 
minding the Emperor of his own unwavering loyalty 
and brotherly attachment. When the Emperor demands 
the aim of this prelude, he goes on to say; “Do not 
imagine that the ears of the majority of your subjects have 
not heard and their eyes seen that you suffer both from 
a secret and from an undisguised disease. That you are 
really in no danger on this account I know full well, but 
yet the tongues of men refrain not from discussing the 
possibility of your death; and this leads me to fear that, 
having got into their heads the idea that you are about 
to die immediately, they may combine against you and 
elect a new Emperor and place him in the palace. For 
myself and our family I feel less concern, but I am 
alarmed in your behalf lest such a good and excellent 
monarch should pay for want of prudence. He will 
escape the danger but not the reproach of not foreseeing 
the future”. This punctiliously deferential speech is 
interesting as showing the tone in which Joannes would 
have spoken to his brother. He then proposed his plan, 
and Michael consented. As a greater security it was 
arranged that Zoe, who as an heiress of the old Basilian 
dynasty was very popular, should adopt him as her son.{ 
A public festival was proclaimed and the ceremony was 
performed. 

Michael never loved Zoe, who was past fifty when their 
liaison began. For a dme he acted the lover, but the 
part soon became tedious, and he not only grew cold, 
but, feeling suspicious that she might treat him as she is 
supposed to have treated Romanos, he kept her in strict 
confinement in the women’s apartments, cut down her 
income, and prevented access to her except by the 
special permission of a guard whom he appointed to 
superintend her. Zoe behaved under this treatment 
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with the greatest self-control and patience, never even 
bestowing on her appointed keeper a hard word or look. 
The brothers did not trust this meek behaviour, which 
they viewed as consummate acting; they looked on Zoe 
as a caged lioness, and the meeker she seemed the greater 
precautions they took. The Emperor soon gave up 
living with her altogether. He suffered from dropsy, and 
was indisposed for conjugal life; and this indisposition 
was confirmed by the admonitions of his spiritual 
advisers. 

The Bulgarian war which immediately preceded and 
hastened Michael’s death — the rising of the false Doli- 
anos, the double desertion of the genuine Alusianos, and 
the heroism of the Emperor — has been related fully by 
Zonaras, closely following Psellos, and by Finlay. We 
need not repeat it here. The Emperor after his ex- 
hausting labours returned in triumph, but nigh unto 
death, for which he prepared by assuming the monastic 
order. The ceremony was performed in the church of 
the Anargyroi which he had built himself, and when it 
was concluded the ex-Emperor was cheerful “like a 
man light and fleet for a journey”, but his household 
and brothers, especially Joannes, were plunged in de- 
spondency. When the Empress heard the news, she im- 
mediately proceeded on foot to the monastery, but 
Michael refused to see her. Shortly afterwards the time 
for a hymnal service arrived, and Michael arose from 
his couch to attend it, but found that his imperial shoes 
had not been changed nor monastic foot-gear provided. 
He was obliged to totter barefoot to the chapel, and 
when he returned to repose he died. He was a man who, 
under more favourable circumstances, might have been 
an efficient ruler and have won the praise of historians ; 
but he was sorely let and hindered, on the one hand by 
his ill health, and on the other hand by his kinsfolk. 
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PART II 

6. Michael V.* The irony of history forcibly im- 
pressed itself on the philosopher Psellos as manifested in 
the elevation of Michael V. Joann& the orphanotrophos 
had secured this elevation with the express purpose of 
preserving his own power and the position of his family; 
and destiny or providence made use of the same means 
for the ruin of Joannes himself and his family’s utter 
catastrophe. L’homme propose. 

Michael V is represented by historians to have been 
a man of no principle and no conscience. He is said to 
have been skilled in dissembling, hiding the fire of 
hatred under the ashes of goodwill — cineri doloso ; — he is 
said to have been ungrateful to his benefactors. When 
he was made Cassar — an honour perhaps which he had 
not dreamed of— he sketched out in his imagination (we 
are informed by Psellos) plans of action to be followed 
when his uncle Michael died. His chief feeling was de- 
testation of his own family, and he determined to get 
rid of his relations, especially Joann&, by death or 
banishment — to stamp out his whole stock. 

And till I root out their accursed line 

And leave not one alive, 1 live in hell. 

The more virulent his feelings, the more friendly to all 
did he appear in the meantime, but the quicksighted- 
ness of Joannes was not deceived by the dissimulation of 
his most unnatural nephew, whose real sentiments he 
suspected. But he decided to take no step at once. 
Michael on his part became aware of Joannes’ sus- 
picions, and the dissembling friendliness deceived neither. 
Michael IV did not like his nephew; he showed him no 

[• The second article began here. Michael V, Kalaphates, a.d. 1041, 
Dec. 14-1042, Ap.] 
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consideration nor honour, except in the mere formal 
ceremonies in which he assisted as C<esar, and kept him 
in a sort of banishment outside the city, not permitting 
him to appear in court, except in obedience to a com- 
mand. But his uncle Constantine, who was jealous of 
the influence of Joannes, saw that it might be a profit- 
able game to ingratiate himself with the apparent heir, 
and accordingly flattered him and lent him money. 

On Michael’s abdication of the throne, the family 
clique took their measures cautiously; and caution was 
necessary, as the city was excited and ready for a tumult. 
Psellos was a witness of the circumstances. They took no 
step without the countenance of the Empress, so that the 
elevation of Michael Kalaphatcs should appear alto- 
gether due to her, and the adopted son made the most 
lavish protestations and took the most solemn oaths that 
she should be sole sovran and that he would merely act 
as a sort of hired minister to put her wishes into execu- 
tion. Zoc was won, and, her attitude repressing the 
threatening populace, the new Emperor was conse- 
crated and crowned. For the first day he was on his 
good behaviour towards both the Empress and his uncle 
Joannes, calling her, with emphatic repetition, “Em- 
press”, deferring to the opinion of “my lady”, ad- 
dressing Joannfe as “my lord” and placing him next 
himself at table. All c.xccpt Joannes were taken in by 
this conduct and thought him a most deserving and 
judicious young man. “His uncle”, they said, “made 
a good choice”. 

This respectful deference was very soon dropped, and 
his uncle Constantine, who had been immediately 
created a nobelissimos, encouraged him to exhibit the 
coldness he felt towards Jocinn&. The latter did not say 
much, but concocted a plan, which came under the 
notice of Psellos but was not generally known, to replace 
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the Emperor by one of his cousins, a certain Constantine. 
In order to provide against miscarriage he actually in- 
duced the Emperor, in a moment when he was indis- 
posed to transact business, to sign a paper in which there 
was a clause that if any of his cousins were to attempt 
usurpation the matter should pass unpunished. But the 
plan came to nothing. 

The smouldering envy between uncle and nephew 
soon burst into flame, the occasion being a difference 
of opinion between them, of which Constantine the 
nobelissimos availed himself to heap abuse and re- 
proaches on Joannes for arrogance and disloyalty. 
Joannes immediately withdrew from the city accom- 
panied by a personal retinue, expecting that his nephew 
would repent and beseech him with importunity to re- 
turn, and a large number of senators, not from love but 
from the same expectation, withdrew with him. Michael 
did not in the least regret his uncle’s departure, but he 
was alarmed at the secession of the members of the 
synkletds, and therefore wrote a letter to Joannes, in 
which he reproached him for his conduct and sum- 
moned him to a private interview in the palace. 
Joannes went, expecting reconciliatory overtures, but 
found that the Emperor had not kept his appointment, 
being absent at a horse-race. Considering this a sign 
that the breach was final, he left the city. Soon after- 
wards the Emperor sent a vessel to his place of retreat, 
with a mandate to present himself at the palace, which 
he obeyed. As the vessel was about to enter the great 
harbour, Michael, who was watching its approach from 
the palace windows, gave a preconcerted signal to the 
captsiin not to moor but to turn the vessel back. Then 
a second vessel came up which carried the orphano- 
trophos to a distant place of banishment. 

In one point at least, Joannes and his nephew were of 
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diametrically opposite disposition. The uncle was re- 
markable for his unswerving attachment to his kindred ; 
the nephew abhorred his relations with the most con- 
sistent detestation, making an exception in favour of 
Constantine. “ The names of kinship, the common bond 
of kindred blood, appeared to him mere childishness, 
and it would have been nothing to him if one wave had 
engulfed all his relations”. When he had disposed of 
Joannes he proceeded to gratify these disagreeable senti- 
ments by emasculating most of the members of his 
family, many of whom were respectable men with wives 
and children. 

This policy of exterminating his own family seems so 
obviously self-destructive for an Emperor in the pre- 
carious position of an upstart, that one might almost 
conclude that the young man must have been mad. No- 
body had any reason to object to the banishment of the 
unpopular orphanotrophos, whose Argus-like super- 
vision, oppressive taxation, and restless ambition had 
not conduced to making many friends. Once he was 
gone, the temerity of Michael hurried on the catastrophe ; 
for “beggars mounted run their horse to death”. His 
policy was to depress and show disfavour to the officials 
and persons of rank, removing or limiting their powers 
and privileges; and on the other hand to concede 
privileges to the populace and humour it, so as to rest 
his tenure of the throne on the many and not on the few. 
Tradesmen and retail dealers who profited by his ad 
captandum measures showed their goodwill by strewing 
silken carpets in the streets when he rode abroad; and 
this deluded him into the idea that he might with im- 
punity try to set aside the old Basilian dynasty, by hang- 
ing on to which he had himself obtained power. This 
misconception of the popular mind led to his fall. 

He had got rid of one political power which he dis- 
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liked, his uncle. There was another political power 
which he disliked more, but whose position was more 
dangerous to assault. This was the Empress Zoe, on 
whom, as he found out too late, his position really de- 
pended. After the first days of his reign, during which 
he had lavished marks of deference towards her, he had 
“elbowed her aside” and kept her in confinement, 
withholding her income and not even permitting her to 
be attended by her own servants. But this was only pre- 
paratory. He hated her so much, we are told, that he 
was ready to bite his tongue out for hat'ing ever called 
her mistress. He determined to banish her, “that the 
beast might have the palace to house in all to himself”.^ 
He accused her of practising jwisoning — it is said, with 
the most absurd details — and condemned her to exile. 
She was conveyed with only one maid to Prince’s 
Island,* — the island where another Empress, Irene the 
Athenian, had been kept in confinement before she was 
removed to Lesbos. One of the persons who escorted 
her related to Psellos that, as the ship was starting, the 
Empress, looking up at the palace, apostrophised it with 
a rather theatrical lament. The Emperor ordered that 
her hair should be cut off, and thus she was sacrificed, 
“I know not if to the Lord”, says Psellos, “but at least 
to the passion of the Emperor”. 

The next step was to give official publicity to this act. 
He first announced it to the Senate, and the Senate 

^ Psellos, History, p. 85 : jm’ /aowos- 6 rv rots ^amXfiois 

(iv\iC(0'SaL. He consulted the astrologers as to his project; they forbade 
it, he laughed at them (lA. 87-88). 

* Atlaloiales, p. 13: vt/tnts fit uvtj) rtj^ finfriXevovrrrjs ov noppio is 
rendered in the Latin translation which accompanies the text in the 
Bonn edition by insula hac regins non longe abest. Did the translator under- 
stand ^afTiKevovirr^i or not? If he did, he has not succeeded in 
expressing the meaning. In a passage in Kedrenos relating to the Chrysar- 
gyron tax which Anastasios abolished, I noticed that the word ovpov was 
rendered mulus by the Bonn translator! 

166 



MICHAEL V 


approved of the measure. He then caused a manifesto 
to be read aloud in the forum of Constantine in order 
to justify himself to the people.* 

The great explosion that followed this ill-advised act 
of Michael made a deep impression on eye-witnesses. 
Psellos introduces his account of it with a solemn pre- 
paration as for a great scene in history — too great for 
human powers to narrate. He speaks of it in language 
that we might expect to be used about such an event as 
the Frem h Revolution.^ 

The Emperor was congratulating himself on the 
success of his cherished scheme while the storm was 
gathering in the city. The usual routine of business and 
pleasure had been interrupted; all ages, sexes, and 
classes formed small groups and muttered their dis- 
satisfaction. There was a threatening gloom over the 
whole city — grief at the Queen’s misfortune and wrath 
with the audacity of the despot. On the second day the 
muttcrings became distinct, and the half-formed wish 
to avenge the banished Empress assumed a definite 
shape. Officials of rank and public men joined with the 
populace, the classes with the masses, in the excitement; 
all were ready to lay down their lives for Zoe, and the 
Emperor’s foreign guard could not allay the tumult. The 
women behaved like Monads. Psellos says that he saw 
women, who had never been outside the female apart- 
ments in their lives before, coming forth in public, 
shouting and beating their breasts. The rioting in- 
habitants armed themselves with any implement they 
could lay hands on — axes, clubs, bows, or stones. 

* This is recorded by Attaleiatcs, p. 14: the Emperor in order to calm 
the anger of the Byzantines, when his act became known, tyypa(P 6 v t* 
iTOKiTui rouToty >c(ir« rnv €7ri(rrjnnT€pov rittruv roO (^tipov (Tr(ivayv(a<T6rj- 
<Ti>iX€vov, in which manifesto he threw all the blame on Z6$. The bill 
was railed a TrirraKinv. 

^ P. 90; TO /le'ya €Kflvo kq! brjp,otTi^TaTov p.v(TTr}piov. 
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At this time Psellos was in the Emperor’s ante- 
chamber. He was an under-secretary, and happened 
to be dictating some State document when the sound as 
of horses tramping struck his ears, and anon came a 
messenger with the news that the whole people had 
unanimously risen against the Emperor. To most per- 
sons in the palace it seemed incredible, but Psellos had 
observed the prognostics in the city, and understood 
that the spark had burst into a flame which it would re- 
quire many rivers to quench. He immediately got to 
horse and rode to see the tumult himself, which he 
describes rhetorically. It is easy to read between the 
lines here that the philosopher had quite made up his 
mind beforehand to desert the Emperor, for whom he 
has no good word. 

The mob first attacked the houses of all the relations 
of the Emperor, among them the house of Constantine 
the nobclissimos. The eunuch armed his household and 
at their head made a desperate rush through the crowds, 
and traversing the streets like fire reached the palace. 
There he found the Emperor sitting in dismay, utterly 
at a loss what to do, unable even to rely on his foreign 
guards, some of whom had deserted. He received his 
uncle with kisses of joy, and they decided to bring back 
Zoe from the adjacent island, to which she had been 
banished. Zoe sympathised, whether really or feignedly, 
with Michael’s misfortune, and readily consented to 
show herself to the people. She appeared in purple 
robes on a balcony overlooking the hippodrome, but 
the device had not the desired effect; the mob was not 
imposed upon. 

The life of Theodora, Zoc’s younger sister,^ had been 

' In the reign of Romanos she had been compelled through Zoe’s 
enmity to retire to a convent. From Kedrenos, u, 537, we learn that she 
lived at Petrion. 
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SO recluse that Michael V was hardly even aware of her 
existence. A happy thought struck some of the leaders of 
the insurrection — to lead her forth from her retirement 
at Petrion and proclaim her Empress. This idea was 
carried out in a surprisingly orderly manner. One of her 
father’s servants — a foreigner, but noble in form and 
spirit, according to Psellos — was appointed their guide, 
and they marched in regular order to her dwelling. At 
first the surprised princess, inured to her mode of life 
and perhaps afraid, would not listen to their proposals, 
and shut herself up in the sanctuary; they were obliged 
to force her by threats with drawn daggers. She was 
dragged from the altar, arrayed in royal attire, and 
borne on horseback to the church of St Sophia, where 
high and low acknowledged her as Empress. The par- 
ticipation of the patriarch Alexios in this movement is 
mentioned by Attaleiates, not by Psellos. 

The Emperor gave up all for lost, and exchanging his 
robes for the garb of a suppliant went by ship with his 
uncle to the famous monastery of Studion,^ which 
presently became the place of a strange scene. When his 
flight became known, general exultation, displayed in 
songs and dances, prevailed, but also the desire of 
revenge. 

Psellos rode with a friend, a captain of the guard, to 
the church at Studion, whither the greater part of the 
mob was thronging. There he saw the fugitive Emperor 
clinging to the altar and his uncle standing on the right 
side of it, both so disfigured and changed that Psellos 
could not feel any vestige of anger against them, but was 
so overwhelmed and aghast at the violent change that 
he could not refrain from weeping. The multitude, how- 
ever, was not of as soft stuff as the philosopher; they 
stood around like wild beasts, eager to devour their prey. 

^ Situated m the south-west corner of Constantinople. 
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Psellos was standing hard by the altar, and the two 
hunted fugitives were quick enough to notice that he 
was affected, and catching at the chance they came to 
him for help. He “gently rebuked” Constantine for his 
evil counsels, and asked the Emperor what ill he had 
suffered at the hands of his mother Zoe. The nobelis- 
simos denied any participation in the Emperor’s acts, 
and remarked that if his advice had been followed his 
own kindred would not have been reduced to their 
present state. The Emperor could make no excuse. 

In the afternoon a messenger, accompanied by a 
number of civil and military officials, arrived with 
orders from Theodora to remove the fugitives else- 
where. But they were so much frightened by the threa- 
tening countenances of the crowd that they refused to 
leave the altar, and it was necessary to drag them from 
it. They were carried in mulecarts to a place called the 
Sigma, where their eyes were put out. The operation is 
described in Psellos: in undergoing it the Emperor be- 
haved as a coward, his uncle with more fortitude. This 
punishment of the Emperor seemed a political necessity, 
as it was feared that Zoe, whose dislike of her sister was 
one of her strongest feelings, might restore the deposed 
monarch. 

Michael V is generally looked upon as a sort of moral 
abortion, a monster without a virtue. Psellos and 
Zonaras, following Psellos, represent him as such, and 
in the preceding pages I have kept closely to Psellos’ 
account. 

But if we look merely at his actions and leave for a 
moment out of consideration a particular historian’s 
view of his character — remembering that that historian 
was probably biassed, as he was an actor on the opposite 
side — we cannot pass a judgment of pure unmodified 
damnadon. The two acts to which most prominence is 
770 



MICHAEL V 


given are the banishment of Joannes and the banish- 
ment of Zoe. The former of these seems to have been 
foolish for Michael’s own interest, but can have been by 
no means unpopular, as Joannes was hated. During the 
Jong supremacy which he had enjoyed in the reign of 
Michael IV he had probably become overbearing and 
dictatorial, and may have made himself very offensive 
to the new Emperor if the latter had independent ideas 
and wished to act on them. The banishment of Zoc 
shows that Michael had not appreciated the conser- 
vative feeling which prevailed in the Empire, and at- 
tached itself to the Basilian dynasty as a sort of central 
rallying-point. In itself the exile of Zoe was hardly more 
or less flagitious than that ofjoannes. She was probably 
a troublesome and meddlesome old woman, and of 
course we need not believe all that Pscllos tells us of the 
deep-seated detestation, without any apparent ground, 
that Michael felt towards her. 

Some other acts, reversing acts of the previous reign, 
deserve commendation. He delivered the able general 
George Maniakes from the confinement in which he had 
been placed by Michael IV, and made him magister 
and catapan of “Italy”. He also released Constantine 
Dalassenos, who had been persecuted by Joannes. He 
made Pscllos’ own friend Constantine Leichudes, who 
afterwards won high repute as an able and upright 
statesman, his chief minister.^ 

Psellos is not by any means above the suspicion of 
partiality ; his account of the reign of his pupil and pet 
Michael Parapinakes is a sufficient proof of this. In the 
present case it was not his interest to say a word for 

' We learn this fad from Pscllos* funeral oration on Leichudes, p, 398 : 
ftra drj 0 fifr iKCivau up^aSj d Kal (yv{t>Kfi rr/i' (Tnn-rr/p.rji' roO 
Kpdrovs, dXX’ nvv npri rou d^ij^aros fVt/rJdr, koi orr^p €ntn6v0eiy 

TTpns oi^€va To>v ndvruv t) irpoi Tov avSpa tovtou • ovk 

((POufff TOVTov dva^ifidcrag cVi to o)(7}fiaj k t.X. 

171 



ROMAN EMPERORS 


Michael V, as afterwards it was not his interest to speak 
good words of Romanos Diogenes. Rejoined the general 
insurrection, as probably Leichudes also did, and he 
was a strong partisan of the next Emperor, Mono- 
machos, whose power was founded on the ruins of 
Kalaphates. 

These considerations may lead us to conclude that 
Michael V, after all, was not so very diabolical ; that the 
chief diabolical quality he possessed was perhaps that 
of not being so black as he was painted. But this view 
becomes stronger and less negative when we compare 
a neglected passage in the history of Michael Attalei- 
ates.^ There we read that before his elevation this Em- 
peror’s views on politics were blamed and blameworthy, 
but that after his succession he was very highly praised 
for his honourable behaviour to the Senate and to his 
other subjects, in which respect he surpassed previous 
monarchs, conferring honours and dignities on many; 
moreover for his concern for the maintenance of order 
and his zeal for justice. This passage is sufficient to make 
us pause before accepting an extreme view unfavourable 
to Michael.* 

It seems to me that Michael V conceived the bold idea 
of making a new start in the direction of reform, but 


' 8* ttv^p (7r\ p.fv npoTtpai 8iay<ay^s KOKi^upci/oT Kol rots en- 

aiVfTOis rro\iT€vnp.fvoti fif) tTvyaTTro/ieror, tn'i bt jiarriKiKris (iva^arTfias 
jcai \iav eyKoipm^npfVOS re Ka'i (rfp.vvv6p.€voi ouz (^tXoripcot apri rrptoTov 
i'nip Tovs rrpo at’TOv /9«/Sa(TiAfuKOTny truyicXi^ra) zcai rotp ftXAots 
7 rpo(r(l)fp 6 fX€P 05 vnrjKonif Ka'trifun^ rTtpif^iXeirrois KOt a^iatfiaai TrXftVrroitr 
orrovf Karayfpaipojv Kai rrjv eivo^iav ^iir€p Tty aXXof (TTToudd^ojp 
dv€y(pBrj\'ai kox Toyv ddiKovp€i'<0v iKbiKTfrfji: dvatpav'6p.fPQS «7rapaiTTjTos 
KOI biKaiocrvvTjv tqjv tTAXtoi/ ii7ntpr<op VTTfpaipcop Kai 7rpoTipQ}p€Vos . — 
Hisl. p, I 7 . 

* Le Beau’s words may be taken as typical of the general feeling of 
historians about this Emperor: Pius indigne de regner par la bassesse de son 
cceuT que par celle de sa naissance^ il /tail Jourbey injusUy xngrale, ne reconnaissant 
m les droits de la parenU nt cewc de Vamitxi . . . etc. (xiv, 308 , ed Saint- 
Martin) . 

172 



z6t AND thkod6ra 


that the conservative elements — the inertia — were too 
strong for him. It had not escaped his observation that 
his predecessor was weighed down and impeded by his 
relations ; and he consequently concluded that one con- 
dition of success was to make a clean clearance of his 
kinsmen. JoannM would never have fallen in with his 
new plans, but Constantine, who was merely a time- 
server, humoured him. The banishment of Zoc was also 
necessary to his designs, for she was a remnant of the old 
order of tilings. 

The irrelevant consideration that his conduct to Zoe 
was ungrateful, combined with his unkind treatment of 
his relations, has obscured the attitude and the aims of 
Michael V, and perverted the judgment of historians in 
his regard. We have no reason to blame his political 
tendencies; it is his blunder in banishing the Empress 
that condemns him. 

7 . and Theoddra.* The women’s apartments in 
the palace were now changed into a council-chamber. 
There was some difficulty at first in the joint rule of two 
old .sisters, between whom suspicion and dislike had 
prevailed for many years. Zoe was the eldest, but it was 
the proclamation of Theodora that had overthrown 
Kalaphatcs. The difficulty was solved by unexpected 
graciousness on Zoe’s part; and Theodora, in accor- 
dance with her retiring disposition, yielded precedence 
to her sister. State business was transacted and audiences 
were held just as usual, and the general loyalty was more 
pronounced than towards an Emperor.^ Those who had 

[* A.D. 1042, Ap.-June.] 

^ TO re ttoXltlkov nXifOos Kai to oTparttoTiKoo (Top0(i)yoCrTas otto 
fieff-TrdTKn (Psellos, Hist. p. 104); cf. Zonaras, p. 155. Psellos adds an 
expression of wonder that no family seemed so favoured of Heaven as 
the Basilian, “though the root was fixed and planted not lawfully, but 
by bloodshed and slaughter”; the members of the family were all in- 
comparable in both beauty and size. 
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held office under Kalaphates were not disgraced nor de- 
posed. 

Zoe was quick in apprehension, but not fluent of 
speech; Theodora, on the other hand, fluent and less 
swift-witted. Theodora was fond of hoarding, Zoe ex- 
travagant in her liberality. 

But the reign of the two women could not last, for the 
administration was neglected or mismanaged and the 
expenditure ruinous. Neither of them understood any- 
thing of finances or political affairs; they mixed up the 
trivialities of a lady’s bower with the imperial business. 
The court was kept up with a degree of extravagant 
splendour and display that drained the treasury. The 
palace was full of flatterers, and Zoe spent the military 
funds in profusion to these nimble caperers. 

This waste and height of brilliance were the begin- 
nings, says Psellos, of the subsequent descent — the con- 
dition of state bankruptcy which ensued. A strong man’s 
hand at the helm was imperatively required. Zoe’s 
jealousy of her sister induced her to satisfy this require- 
ment and choose a third husband. She fixed first on 
Constantine Dalassenos, a nobleman who had suffered 
from the ascendency of the Paphlagonian family, to 
which his birth, his position, and his high spirit had 
made him an object of alarm.^ In the reign ofMichael IV 
he had been confined in the island ofPlaty; Michael V 
released him, but made him become a monk. Zoe 
summoned him to the palace on some pretext, but his 
independent manner and his uncompromising spirit 
disappointed the Empress, who was used to smooth 
words, and she rejected him. Her choice then fell on a 
man, distinguished for beauty and sensual attractions, 
titough not for rank or position,* Constantine Arto- 

^ Comtantine VIII ^IX ) had thought of choosing him as hij> successor. 

® OtOl' TTpOS (pOJTdi (Cf}€\KV(TaO'6at Kai p.i} TTpo<TK(tp€VT]V 

(ZonaraSj p. 1 55). This is not taken from Psellos, who merely says. 
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klinas, who had been a secretary of Romanos III, and 
was then suspected of carrying on an intrigue with Zoe. 
The disposition of Romanos was not jealous, but 
Michael IV found a pretext for removing him from 
Constantinople. It was fated, however, that Zoe should 
be obliged to make yet a third choice, for death sud- 
denly carried off Artoklinas. This accident blew good 
to another Constantine, who had been banished by 
Michael IV to Mitylene, Constantine Monomachos. 
Zoe recalled him from exile, married him, and raised 
him to the throne. The Monomachoi’ were an old 
family, and Constandne had made a brilliant second 
marriage, which had joined him in affinity with the 
Emperor Romanos. Pulcheria, the sister of Romanos, 
was the wife of Basil Skleros; Constantine married their 
only daughter. But this alliance did not procure him 
any appointment. His father Theodosios had conspired 
against Basil, and a cloud of suspicion continued to rest 
over the son. 

8. Constantine IX.* From Romanos III to Michael VI 
the Basilian dynasty continued; for of the five Emperors 
three were husbands of Zoei, one was her adopted son, 
and one was the nominee of Theodora. Thus the acci- 


TO (tfittr tl^iw^ariKos Kui X«/A7rpt»r. Nor docs Psellos mention the sus- 
picion recorded hy Zdnaras tliat his death was caused by poison ad- 
by his wiFe. 

^ of>\ftuie TMv (Psellos, Hist. p. iio). In the Kpi- 

taphtoi on Leichudcs, Psellos speaks of Constantine thus : 6 k«i rt/p 
<ifi<i)vx>^os Tty Tqv twpavoiro'Kiv TavTr\v oIkktiivti Km r^v 7rf.m(rijyopiQv 

(PfpOiiVVfStM, fSOVOi TOV KpUTOVS TTpOKlV^WflKTai Ku'l VTTtf) TTUVTn^ (i^t6pa)(Of 
ycyin'^s Ku'i I'TTfp TT}f Koiyjjt TOV yepovs fi JifAfiV/r, KavrfvBfv 

Tijv (TruivofiUiv uxTTTff} tipKTTcioir (p 39B). Here of course 

there is only a play on the name JVlo»»o;io;^of, which was a family name, 
not an cVcyi-vpia. One of the characteristics of Psellos' style is a love of 
speaking of people without mentioning their names, a-s though the names 
were something trivial, and it were more dignified to indicate by a 
periphrasis or indirection, 

[* Constantine IX (X), Monomachos, a.d. 1042, June 11-1054, 
Nov ] 
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dent of the long lives of these women lends a sort of 
continuity to the history between Constantine VIII and 
Isaac Komnenos. But in the first part of this period the 
actual government of the Empire passed into the hands 
of a Paphlagonian family, and the attitude of Con- 
stantine IX was opposition to this administration, ^ an 
opposition which one of themselves, Michael V, had 
already initiated. This contrast is indicated by his choice 
of ministers. His first chief counsellor w?s Michael 
Kerularios,^ who had been concerned in a revolt against 
Michael IV, and when after a short time he becam'; 
patriarch, he was replaced by Leichudes, who h*.'d hel'l 
the same position under Michael V. Thus his ministe'.'i 
were trained and learned men. One of the most im- 
portant events of his reign was the revival of letters, 
which had been on the wane since Constantine VII; 
influenced by Leichudes and the polymath Psellos, 
Monomachos patronised learning, in which respect he 
was the forerunner of the Komnenoi. 

Psellos gives us a long account of this reign, which he 
compares to an ocean ; for he had lived through so many 
very short reigns that the supremacy of Monomachos, 
which lasted thirteen years, seemed quite long. In de- 
scribing the chief men and women at his court we may 
begin with the Emperor himself. 

Love of pleasure and ficklenc,ss of disposition were the 
chief characteristics of Constantine; he was a thoroughly 
frivolous man. In a long banishment he had suffered 
many hardships, and when he ascended the throne his 
idea was to recompense himself for past pains by the 
greatest possible measure of enjoyment. He looked on 


' The eyes of Joannes, the orphanotrophos, were put out in 1043, 
May 2. 

* Psellos: cyKco/LitaaTixof €ls rbv ^nKapi^rarov Trarpiapxfjv Kvp 
Tov KrjpovWaptov (p. 324)- 

jyS 
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the palace as a haven of rest which he had reached 
having endured the stress of the waves; and all he cared 
for was good cheer and the presence of smiling faces. 
He had no conception, says Psellos, that the function of 
a king is the performance of services beneficial to the 
subjects and demanding a mind constantly awake and 
alive. Consistently with this view he left the entire 
public administration to others, devoting very little 
time himself to business, and gave himself up to the life 
hedonistic; and as Zoc’s inchnations were similar she 
was very well content. “He that must steer at the head 
of an Empire ought to be the mirror of the times for 
wisdom and for policy”. Constantine did not even try 
to be wise or politic; his utter indifference reacted 
ruinously on the State, though his ministers seem to have 
been “indifferent honest”. 

He had a vulgar love of buffoonery and a childish love 
of triviality; any one who could make him laugh pre- 
possessed him and was sure of promotion. Here we 
touch on a bad feature of his reign. There were fixed 
and definite conditions, and grades of promotion to 
rank; Constantine declined to be restricted by them and 
lavished titles and posts on the favourites of an hour. 
He filled the Senate with persons who had no right to be 
there. The consequence was that these honours became 
valueless, as they meant nothing. This profusion of titles 
was at least cheap, but unfortunately he was equally 
generous and unjust in spending the public money, 
following the example set by Zoe and Theodora in their 
short reign before his accession. The State was really 
sound, says Psellos, before his accession; but his un- 
principled principles as to the lack-duty privileges of 
the Emperor affected it with many germs of disease. 

Nevertheless he had some good qualities; he was 
sharp-witted and very good-natured. Psellos, who en- 


m 
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deavours to treat him impartially and does not scruple 
to censure severely many of his acts and points out his 
defects, had a high opinion of his personal character, 
and comparing him with Alexander, “the two Cxsars”, 
and other great men of ancient ages, says that while in- 
ferior to these in bravery he excelled them in other good 
qualities. Whenever he passed a sentence of imprison- 
ment or banishment, he felt a pang of remorse for his 
severity; and he was so afraid of his own clemency that 
he used to bind himself secretly by oath not to commute 
the sentence he had passed. He was beneficent and 
compassionate in cases that came under his immediate 
notice. For example, it happened that a rich man had 
been accused and found guilty of peculating money 
from certain military funds. The fine which was ad- 
judged was larger than all he was worth, and he had the 
prospect of not only present penury but a debt which 
would be transmitted to his children. The claimant of 
the fine being the public exchequer, it was impracticable 
to supplicate an inexorable thing. The man gained an 
audience of the Emperor, at which Psellos was present 
as secretary; and professed his readiness to pay every- 
thing he possessed, if only the surplus should not be 
handed down as an inherited obligation to his cliildren. 
He began to strip off Iris clothes in token that he would 
surrender everything. The Emperor was moved to tears, 
and ended by paying the whole debt, for him. 

We may be sure that Constantine was not really badly 
intentioned. It was his fortune and not his fault that it 
was an impossibility for him to be serious. He was a bad 
Emperor, but a sufficiently amiable man. We can under- 
stand the leniency of an historian towards him, and are 
not surprised at the favourable judgment of Attaleiates, 
who says that he was a good Emperor till the end of his 
reign, when in a most unexpected manner he began a 
iy8 



CONSTANTINE IX MONOMACHOS 


system of exactions. ^ “He was generous in giving, and 
knew how to confer benefits in imperial style”, solicitous 
for military successes, but addicted to luxury and 
lechery. The commendatory clause about his generosity 
reminds us of a remark of Psellos, that the unwise pro- 
fusion which he himself censures will furnish to other 
historians a theme for praise. Attaleiates goes on to men- 
tion his love of amusement and buffoonery, and notes 
especially that he provided an elephant and a camelo- 
pard, of which animals he gives long descriptions, for 
the delectation of the Byzantine populace. He gratified 
his love of magnificence and followed the fashion of pre- 
ceding monarchs by building a monastery and church, 
dedicated to St George, with charming meadows at- 
tached to it. He also erected a hospital. 

The Emperor and the Empress Zoe, who was now 
too old to be jealous, continued very good friends till her 
death in 1050. Theodora fell back into her old secluded 
life, and her chief worldly pleasure consisted in hoarding 
money. Neither she nor Zoe cared for parks or gardens, 
or houses fitted with splendour and refinement. Zoe’s 
taste was quite peculiar : she had a passion for perfumery. 
If you had entered her sleeping apartment, you might 
have thought you were in the workshop of a city me- 
chanic. You would first be conscious of a very strong 
heat, which in winter might not be unwelcome, but in 
summer would drive the visitor away. The heat pro- 
ceeded from an immense fire in the chamber, where you 
would have seen several maidservants engaged in the 
processes of brewing and mixing unguents and perfumes; 
one perhaps measuring the requisite quantities of the 
ingredients, another blending them, another boiling or 

^ Hist. p. 47 . dv^p TToXiTiKOf (which we may in the case of Constantine 
interpret by the negative of its antithesis, “not military”) fcai yevovs 
c 7 Ti(rT]p.ov y(v 6 p(u<is Btopijp-aTtKOi re »cat /iatrtXticwr cvfpyeTfiv eVicrra- 
pfvos, K r.X. On his accession Constantine rjyiiduvf to vnrjKoov (p. i8). 

^79 
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distilling them, and Zoe herself, impervious to the heat 
at midsummer, directing or assisting them. One who 
desired to win her favour had only to send her a rare 
spice or a precious perfume. She used her compounds 
for the purposes of divine worship, for she was very 
religious. 

As the Empress was thus wholly devoted to the odours 
of sanctity, the Emperor was sufficiently free to prose- 
cute his amours. He had been married twice, and when 
his second wife, who belonged to the family of the Skleroi, 
died, he fell in love with her niece Skleraina, but did not 
marry her from religious scruples, which however did 
not hinder him from becoming Zoc’s husband. Skle- 
raina was his faithful companion during his exile, and 
in the day of his prosperity he did not forget her. As 
Pscllos says, reminding us of a certain remark of Theo- 
phile Gautier, when he looked upon Zoe with the eyes 
of sense he .saw Skleraina with the eyes of the spirit, and 
when he held the Empress in his arms, his beloved was 
in the bosom of his soul. His first step was to recall 
Skleraina to the capital, to which he obtained his wife’s 
consent. He kept her at first in a private re.sidence, and 
set building operations afoot in order to have an excuse 
for visiting her, without exciting suspicion, several times 
a month, 1 and he used to entertain his attendants there 
with such sumptuous repasts that it was their interest to 
smooth the way for these secret trysts. He used to lavish 

^ Pscllos, History, p. 127: "iva hi n fuiffyams (it) tw 0 atriX«t cKettre (^oitop 
fUKfJV TTfTToirjrdi Tify trKTjvfjt/ *:at tim fifya^orrpfTrr/s yii'Tjrai Kul 

TTpOf (ia(Tl\lKT]V {>Tr(>ho)(l)y fTTlTTjhdOS fl(p.«XlovS Tf flfl^ovas 

t:UTa[i(tX\€T(U, K.T.X. . . .llpO(T(1TOl(lTn yOVV (K<l(rTnT€ 0,TI hriTTOTf TCOV 
niKOvnpo\’p.ivu)v Kai rov ftrjvits TroXXriKir (iTTiyft, Trp 6 (f>ti(Tiv p,(v d\l/ 6 p.ev 6 s 
Ti tCoi> k.t X ZOnaras (iv, p. 178) says that the Emperor 

began the building of the monastery of Mangana for the same reason, 
X^yerui hi tt)s olKohop,T]s iip^aadai hiariiv fptapivTjv tivrai, ^<\i)paLvav 
Xtyti). LV etcfiVj; TTpoerc^otra iv tw oikco rov V^vvrjy'wv €;^ouir7; 

Ti)T€ hi) TT)v KaToiKTjffiv Thus llic housc of Kynegios was the (tkijvj). 
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the imperial treasures on his mistress, and as an example 
of his gifts Psellos mentions that, having found one day 
in the palace a bronze casket with carved work, he filled 
it with money and sent it to Skleraina. But he soon be- 
came bolder, and finally introduced her to the palace, 
where Zoe treated her amicably and conferred on her 
the title of Sebaste. A contract of friendship between the 
mistress and wife was drawn up in a written form, and 
the blushing Senate, which was summoned to give its 
countenance to this measure of amity, praised the docu- 
ment as if it had fallen from heaven. On that day the 
two ladies sat together in the Emperor’s company, and 
Zoe did not betray the least chagrin, whether her feelings 
were really indifferent or her long experience of Em- 
perors and court life made her deem dissimulation ad- 
visable. But when the newcomer was once installed 
Zdc never visited her husband until she had assured 
herself that he was alone. 

Skleraina was not remarkable for beauty, but was 
sufficiently goodlooking to give no opening for malicious 
remarks. Her sympathetic disposition and graceful 
manners won the heart of Psellos; and the stylist goes so 
far as to say that her “speech was like nothing else, 
refined and flower-like, with a quite sophistic excellence 
in the rhythms; a sweet style ran along her tongue 
spontaneously, and when she described aught, inde- 
scribable charms hovered around”. She was a very 
good listener, and was fond of Greek mythology, on 
which she used often to question Psellos. We can picture 
to ourselves the young philosopher of twenty-five en- 
tertaining the imperial lady with fluent accounts of old 
Greek stories, full of plays upon words, and not un- 
seasoned with adroit compliments and elegant adulation. 

He tells an anecdote that Zoe attended by her court, 
her sister Theodora and the Sebaste, who had not been 

iSi 
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seen in public with the imperial sisters before, went in 
procession to a spectacle; and a bystander expert in 
flattery cried aloud ov vefieai^, without finishing the 
quotation.^ Skleraina said nothing at the time, but 
afterwards received an explanadon of the words, and 
rewarded the man who had pronounced them most 
richly. She conciliated the goodwill of Zoe and Theo- 
dora by making them presents suitable to their whims — 
coins to Theodora, to Zoe Indian perfumes and scented 
woods, very small-sized olives and very white laurel- 
berries. With the expenses of the three ladies the trea- 
sures which Basil accumulated “with toil and the sweat 
of his brow” were gaily and quickly spent on amuse- 
ments. Psellos does not mention the tumult which 
Kedrenos alleges to have taken place in September 
1044, owing to a general feeling of indignation against 
the influenee of the mistress who seemed to be ousting 
the wife and sister-in-law. The multitude cried, “We 
vrill not have Skleraina to reign over us, nor on her 
account shall our purple-born mothers {/xd/j-at) Zoe and 
Theodora die”. Zoe herself quieted this disturbance. 
Not long after, its cause was carried off prematurely by 
asthma, and the Emperor was inconsolable. Psellos de- 
clines to describe his puerile grief. 

One of the personages at the Byzantine court in this 
reign was Boilas, a man who had a defect in his utterance 
and behaved as a sort of court jester. It was his de- 
fective speech and odd pronunciation that gained him 
the favour of Constantine, who delighted in nothing 
more than in personal oddity and silly conversation. He 
soon became so fond of this man — “this hypocrite”, as 

^ See Homer, Jl. in, 156 — 

oil yffietris Tpwas koi €VKVt)fjn?ias *A)(aiuvs 
Toir/8’ yvvfitKt naiXvv )^p 6 vov fiXyra nda^fiv. 

Homer was pyerhaps as familiar in educated Byzantine society as Shake- 
speare is in England nowadays. 
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Psellos calls him, for his real character was knavery — 
that he could do nothing without him. He loaded him 
with the highest titles and granted free access to himself 
at all times, free use of all the private entrances and 
rooms of the palace. Boilas had all the privileges of an 
Emperor’s fool. He managed even to gain access to the 
women’s apartments. He boldly asserted with oaths 
that both Zoe and Theodora had brought forth children, 
and gave a detailed account of Theodora’s confinement, 
repeating even the very words she uttered. These au- 
dacious inventions made him so formidable that the 
Empresses opened all the secret doors to him, and he 
received innumerable gifts.' 

“But he was not content with this good fortune”, says 
Zonaras; “he also coveted the Empire”. Zonaras does 
not tell us what put this idea into his head, but wc learn 
the reason from Psellos. After the death of Sklcraina the 
Emperor loved a young Alan princess, whom he kept 
as his concubine, and after the death of Zoe conferred 
on her the title of Sebaste.* Boilas became enamoured 

' Attalriatgs (p. i8) states that on the accession of Constantine IX [X] 
Theodora retired to her old s<.)li(ary life. I'his seems to imply that she 
left tlie palace, which is in accordance with llie fact that before Con- 
stantine’s death she was conveyed to the palace by ship (Kedrenos, n, 
6ioj, Moreover, when Sklcraina was installed in the palace, it is men- 
tioned tfial she and Zoe resided on either side of the Emperor's apart- 
ments, fiftrov (TKrjvoL'VTov rov ^lacrtA<<i>r €KaTfpu>9(v <Skovv rrapaWa^ 
T] fiaatWi Kat 17 Zff:ici(TTT} (Zonaras, p. 160); the residence of I’heodora is 
not mentioned Neverthelt'ss the incident recorded above about Boilas 
(see Psellos, Hist. pp. 1 72-3) implies that Theodora resided in the palace, 
and when we compare the passage of Psellos from which the statement 
of Zonaras seems to be taken, we are led to the conclusion that Zonaras 
mistran.slatcd it. bf to? o p-fv to p.e(rov 

TOiV Tpiioif al be Trf'pi^ tatct'ivovv to fie ubvrov Se/SaoriJ. 

Zonaras took rav rpiwv as meaning Constantine, ZdS, and Sklcraina; 
whereas it really means Zoe, The<xl6ra, and Sklcraina, and at fie refers 
to Zoe and 7 ’heodora to adirrov means the innermost apartments, they 
would correspond to the altar, 7rcpi| to the two ai.sles, to p-fcrov to the 
nave of a church. 

^ He did not marry her because he had been already married three 
times, and from a feeling of respect for Theodora. 
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of her, and, not being able to succeed in his suit while 
Constantine was alive, conceived the notion of slaying 
him and ascending the throne. The design seemed to 
present no difficulty, as the Emperor had complete con- 
fidence in him and was accustomed to sleep unguarded. 
But it was betrayed within less than an hour before its 
intended execution. One of the persons whom Boilas 
had taken into his counsels suddenly entered the Em- 
peror’s chamber out of breath, and, having told him that 
his dear friend Boilas was about to assassinate him, fled 
to the chapel altar and confessed the whole conspiracy. 
Constantine could hardly beUevc that it was a fact, and 
was half glad at escaping the danger, half angry at the 
chance of losing his indispensable favourite. When the 
conspirator was brought to trial in fetters, he could not 
bear the sight and cried, “Undo the fetters, for my heart 
is softened with pity for him”. He then tried to put his 
defence into his mouth, and at last Boilas approached 
him, and, kissing his hands and placing his head on his 
knees, said all he wanted was to sit on the throne with 
a diadem of pearls. The Emperor leaped with joy, but 
his sister Euprepia and the Empress Theodora were so 
vexed at his folly that for mere shame he sent the de- 
linquent for a few days in mock banishment to an island 
hard by the capital. The attachment of Boilas to the 
Alan princess was not however extinguished, and the 
Emperor himself one day in the company of Psellos ob- 
serv'ed him making erotic signs to her, but looked on the 
matter as a joke. 

Constantine Leichudes was invested with the ad- 
ministration of the Empire in 1043 when Kerularios be- 
came patriarch. Leichudes was an able and cultured 
man who had made a study of rhetoric and had dipped 
deeper into the secrets of law than most of the Byzantine 
statesmen of the time, having sat at the feet of Joannes 
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Xiphilinos. He was an intimate friend of Psellos, who 
probably owed his advancement to him and honoured 
him with a panegyrical oration after his death. From it 
we learn that he was born at Constantinople of good 
family, and was very precocious as a boy. He carried 
the rhetorical powers with which he was naturally gifted 
to great perfection; and he made his rhetorical and legal 
studies react upon each other — a point on which Psellos 
strongly insists.^ We must not, of course, give too much 
weight io the glowing terms of eulogy in which his 
friend, the philosopher, speaks of his administration. 
He says that when Leichudes came to the helm he 
showed himself at once fully equal to the very varied 
duties that demanded his attention, and displayed the 
most astonishing versatility;" he had the useful power 
of being all things to ail men. Skylitzes also bears wit- 
ness to the high reputation he bore as a minister;® but 
his capacity is best attested by the fact that he held the 
same office under Isaac Komnenos and was elected 
patriarch after the fall of Kcrularios. In everything, we 
are told by Psellos, he aimed at symmetry; his dress was 
neither very plain nor very rich, his table neither poorly 
furnished nor luxurious, his step measured, his speech 
at once dignified and fluent. In State documents his 

^ Vtir Ills law studies see Epitaphios., p. 395; cf. Ihitory, p. iBB. “He was 
a canon of orthcjgraphy (correct writing), a manual of rhetoric, a chalk- 
line of legislation”. 

* Epilapfiws, p. 401 1 ovrur tc yap Trpoy tows fitn^iipous rtis yvoifias 

* Skylitzes (Kedrenos, vol. it, Bonn ed.), p. 644, recording his election 

to the patriarchate, speaks of him as «‘i'^p peyto-roi' rois 

/SatrtXocfdff K(ii TroXirtKOtr npaypaaiv ««•<» Tf tov Mopopf(;^ni; ku'i p€;fpt 
roii Tr]viK(i(^€ Kaipov koI fityn icXcor rVi to") perracrpiu tuji-' oXoiy 

StotKT/CTfwf in>fv(yKii^€vos »cal tt}S t^v Mayyapwi^ TTpoi'oiar Ka'i TOiv 
diKaiciifiuTUiv Trnpa tow flprjfifvov pJao-iXttur KtirtiXfi^^cir I'he 

expression by which the chief minister was denoted was d irnpahvva- 
cTTfiiont Tii d^frtXft, but in the time of Constantine IX the phrase 
6 came into use; hence rdi p-etraafifp m this jiassage. 
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Style was simple, pure, and ordinary; but he could write 
good “Attic”. 

It was probably by his suggestion that Constantine 
changed the constitution of the Senate and made the 
qualification merit instead of birth. He made an im- 
portant reform in the administration of justice, by which 
the judges in the various themes were to commit their 
sentences to writing and deposit them in public registers. 
And there is no doubt that his influence contributed 
largely to the revival of the study of philosophy, rhetoric, 
and law, under the able guidance of Constantine, Psellos, 
and Joannes Xiphilinos. 

The university of Constantinople which had been 
founded by Theodosios II lived for only three centuries. 
The study of letters declined in the seventh century, and 
the Emperor who founded the great dynasty of the 
iconoclasts, Leo III, abolished the university because 
the professors refused to support his religious doctrines. 
In the ninth century Theophilos licensed Leo, the famous 
scholar of his day, to give public lectures; and Con- 
stantine VII, himself a prolific author, encouraged the 
writing or compiling of books on an e.xtensive scale. 
But there was no organised system of teaching in the 
Empire, no recognised body of men to whose judg- 
ments questions of learning might be deferred. Con- 
stantine IX had the honour of being the second founder 
of the university, though on a far more modest scale 
than the scheme of Theodosios. Two chairs were insti- 
tuted, one for law and one for philosophy. The site of 
this new academy was a church of St Peter. 

Psellos, who was the prime instigator of this revival 
of letters, gives an account of his first interview with 
Constantine, which is amusing from its naive self-conceit. 
He was well known at court, having been under- 
secretary in the preceding reign, and had a high repute 
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for his learning and fluent speech. “My tongue”, he 
writes, “has a certain flowery grace even in simple 
utterances, and without any intention or preparation 
certain natural qualities of sweetness distil from it”; he 
knew this from the manifest effect he produced on inter- 
locutors. When he appeared before the Emperor, he 
informed him of his family, and of the nature and scope 
of his studies ; and the impressionable monarch was so 
enthusiastic at the philosopher’s speech and manner 
that he bung upon his lips and wcllnigh kissed him. 

Psellos was appointed to the chair of philosophy, and 
his friend Joannes Xiphilinos to the chair of law. 
Xiphilinos was a native of Trapezus who came to study 
at Constantinople. These two students, with their friends 
Leichudes and Joanna Mauropus,’ formed a sort of 
new literary movement in Byzantium. In particular 
Psellos revit'ed Platonism, which he \’a]ucd above the 
ecclesiastical Aristotelianism in vogue, and he intro- 
duced a new atticising style, which was followed by 
Anna Komnene, Zonaras, Niketas, etc. A tendency to 
purism — exclusion of colloquial and Latin words~may 
be traced even at the end of the tenth century in Leo 
Diakont)S, who, in this respect, shows a particularity 
which is quite foreign to Constantine Porphyrogennetos, 
Theophanes, or John Malalas. But Leo was not a 
stylist like Psellos; we may consider him the model of 
Attaleiatcs and Skylitzes. These writers do not scruple to 
introduce a foreign or vulgar word when their meaning 
requires it — for example, r^ovKantiTTrjpi,oi' or i^Kov^ira, 
words which Psellos would avoid, or, if he strained 
a point and admitted them, would apologise for. For 
the Hellinismos on which the Princess Anna prided hcr- 

* This scholar was a relation of Leichudes, He was afterwards ap- 
pointed archbishop of Euchaitoi. L,cttcrs of Psellos to him are extant, and 
he speaks of hint and Xiphilinos as “the two Johns rto 'Itaavvrj. 
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self she was altogether indebted to the movement initi- 
ated by Psellos, and but for his influence in the revival of 
Platonic studies she could never have boasted that she 
had studied Plato’s dialogues.^ To this resurrection of 
the “divine” philosopher in the eleventh century is 
perhaps ultimately traceable also the Platonism of 
Gemistos Plethon, who wrote in the fifteenth century. 
We must note that Psellos considered the study of Greek 
philosophy necessary to the thorough comprehension of 
Christianity.® 

Joannes Xiphilinos was appointed custodian of the 
laws, nomophylax, as well as professor of law. He was a 
man renowned for piety as well as for learning, and bore 
a high reputation. Modern writers on the Jus Grmco- 
romanum ha\'c not been aware of his identity, knowing 
him only as he is cited in scholia on the Basilika by the 
name Joannes Nomophylax, and only conjecturing his 
date to be the middle of the eleventh century from the 
fact that in one scholion his opinion is opposed to that 
of Garidas, who was a distinguished lav^^er of that age.® 

' TO iWrivi^etv fS (iKfyov ((rnov^aKv^a jcat prjTopiKTjs ovk a^fXfrj^rcof 
f^ovcrti Koi Trtj ’ApicrroTfXtKflf T«xt'<i9 fv ava\f^<ip.(i'7) Kn'i roi<r IlXarcopor 
^iii\ 6 yov 9 (Anna, Bonn ed. i, 4). Compare an article by Mr Freeman on 
“Some Points in the later History of the Greek Language”, m which the 
“Renaissance”, as he calls it, is duly insisted on. “Go on to Leo the 
deacon, still more gt) on to Anna Komnene and Niketas. . . . We are 
landed in a Rmaissance** {Journal for Hellenic Studies, ill, 377). Psellos 
intervene.s between Leo and Anna, and explains the “.still more”. 

* In an exhortation to his pupils {()f>uscula., ed. Boissonade, pp. 151-3, 
quoted by Sathas, preface to vol. iv% p. Ii) he says: By studying Greek 
metaphysics, “ye will be drawing fresh water from salt water like 
marmers. For what do they? When in mid ocean they find themselves 
unprovided with fresh water, they hang sponges over the sea, and com- 
pressing the collected vapour into water have a perfectly sweet draught. 
So yc likewise, if ye suspend your souls above the brine of Hellenic doc- 
trines and convert the heavy and terrestrial sound which is wafted up 
from them into a light and treble note, will perhaps hear the sweet melody 
of the highest string”. 

* Attaleiates, Hist. p. 21: tKalvi<T€ (Constantine IX) Ka\ SfKperou 

BlKOiV iSlCtlTOCUV «7ri TWV Kpl(TtWV KoKclTai TOV TOVTOV TTpOC^OVTO that 
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No one thought of identifying the scholiast on the 
Basilika with that Joannes Xiphilinos of whom Atta- 
leiates and Skylitzes give short notices.' This identifica- 
tion is demonstrated by the writings of Psellos.* 

When Monomachos came to the throne, he sent a 
manifesto throughout the provinces to declare his acces- 
sion and to promise to his subjects freedom of speech, 
the abolition of all abuses, and abundance of all 
blessings.® This was in fact a notification that his policy 
would be quite the reverse of that of the Paphlagonians. 
And until the last years of his reign he seems to have 
realised these promises, or allowed Lcichudes to realise 
them, as far as the wars in which he was involved per- 
mitted him. But towards the end of his reign he became 
dissatisfied with the administration of his chancellor, 
because (say.s Pscllos) he envied his power and felt un- 
easy under his restraint. It seemed as if Lcichudes were 
the Emperor and Constantine the minister. But the true 
reason for this dissati.sfaction was, wc can have no doubt, 
that the Emperor wanted more money than Lcichudes 
could provide, and Lcichudes was not prepared to be 


b Xiphilinos. Garidas flourished in the reign of Gonsiantinc Dukas, and 
was ihc author of fiaiipfo-iy ntpi <f>ov(M>v (a tract which he dedicated to 
that Emperor) and a ircpi dytoyoiv. See Heimbach’s notice 

of him in (.iriechisch-romisches Rechi. 

^ AUaleiates, p. 9-^ • tt 

'loidvvrf^ o « TrticficXij^eVos Si^ikluosfK 'Vfjn7r((ovvTos 
(ih> wiifjtrjfifi'os- ai'i/fi bf <TO(p<n‘ tmi 7ratd(0<r€<ijc fci' cXrjXaKOJC K<iv 

rotf TruXtrtKtus' 7r(ftiliXf7rT<}S yeyovws KaL<if)€Trjs €Trifj.fXoiifjL€i>oi 

uiiTTt Toii iiucriXfiDis (Ti e ^<f)iXox(i>pu)V Kai TTp&ra 7rn|>« rw (iaiTiXei 

TTji' TTaXlTeiav €v liiciir) rrjs tvrjfifplai Kul r»/i' tjXiKidi dcrira- 

(raerdai Ktt't tot «va>^cop»jTtici#i’ (iUnr rrept to ’OXi>p.7rioi' opos' fXop€Pos‘ 
Xpfyvov €Tri ov^vnv t)v diaXtifiTTiDv ctr’ dfttTji Kn't deoiu The 

curre-sponding passage in Skylitzes (p. 658) reproduces this, with some 
omissions, almost verbally. 

2 See especially his Eptlaphios on Xiphilinos. 

* Kedrenos, p. 542' rravros ftfv dyaSov f^Kvmu Ktii nafjpTj(riau rrdijrjs 
bf KaKias inroTo^Tjv. In the same pJacc his promotions in the Senate and 
his largesses to the people arc mentioned. 
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unscrupulous. Kedrenos refers this want of money to 
the expenses incurred in building the monastery of 
Mangana.i Psellos perceived a change in the sentiments 
of Monomachos towards Leichud& and told the matter 
to his friend, but he refused to make any alteration in 
his attitude. The Emperor deposed him — not suddenly, 
but gradually — and with this act we must connect the 
“great and unexpected change” for the worse which 
took place in the administration. “He attached himself 
to clever tax-collecting officers whom official language 
names sekretikoi [thus Attaleiates apologises for using a 
non-Hellenic word] ; with them he invented unforeseen 
fines and arrears, and, as it were, extracted the marrow 
of those who had any degree of wealth”.^ The prisons 
were filled with the bankrupt and ruined. Special dis- 
satisfaction was given by seizing property destined for 
churches and supplies intended for monasteries. In an- 
other way too he injured the Empire. He disbanded the 
Iberian army in order that the treasury might receive 
in money the equivalent of the supplies which those 
provinces furnished in kind to the army. The chief of 
these unscrupulous financiers was a eunuch, the logo- 
thete Joannes.® He was a man of so little education that 
he could not speak or write grammatically correct 
Greek; his birth was base, and he was unfit for the 
higher branches of the administration; in fact, he was 
quite the reverse of Leichudes whom he succeeded. The 
new order of things was so oppressive that Constantine’s 
death (January 1055) was universally felt to be a relief. 

^ Kedrenos, p. 602, where his new ministers are called dqfJLOo-iuvs. . . 
(^jpopTKTTay kq'i dXutTTopar. 

* Attaleiates, p. 50 : is the strong word used of this bleeding. 

The disbanding of the army of Ibena is recorded by Kedrenos. 

* Our knowledge ofjoannes is due to Zonaras (iv, 180), who says that 
he was the reverse in every respect of Leichudes. For some time before 
the deposition of the latter the two men were drawing the Emperor m 
different ways. 
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Yet before his end he seems to have repented his dis- 
missal of Leichudes.i 

The changes that had come over the spirit of the Em- 
peror, who in small matters had always a character for 
instabihty and want of seriousness, produced a general 
feeling of uncertainty and want of confidence, which 
was shared by Psellos and his friends. He and Xiphilinos 
had always felt a leaning towards the spiritual life, and 
they considered that the time had come to take the step. 
So they look an oath together, which Xiphilinos at least 
kept with an equal mind until he was elected patriarch, 
to spend the rest of their lives in the seclusion of a 
monastery. They alleged bodily illnesses in order to ob- 
tain the Emperor’s permission to retire; but with Psellos, 
“with whose tongue he was dreadfully in love”, he was 
unwilling to part.^ He first wrote most touching letters 
to him, which Psellos preserved, and when writing his 
history some years later was unable to read without 
weeping. When entreaties were of no avail, he used 
threats. But Psellos took the step of cutting his hair, and 
then Constantine, resigning himself gracefully, wrote 
an epistle of congratulation that he had chosen the 
better life and preferred the monk’s gown to the soft 
raiment of a palace. 

With Psellos and Xiphilinos vanished also the more 
refined tastes which their presence induced the Em- 


^ Skylitzcs, p. 644: KOL T(ov d(Ka(a>pnTtk>r irapa rov fiprjfifvov 

KaTu\ti(p 6 eLs. For the deposition of Leichudes, cf. Psellos, 
EpttaphlOi on L., p. 405. ye Oavpa^iov cVi wh( 7 i rov avTnn piWopa tv 

TOUTd tTTlUVfiV OVK OTl ttV tTTl TTIlXXois doKiptltraS TOVTOV 

o)i apTL ^uiyivw<TK<vv KarriTlutraro ptOicrra rrji (Ipyi/s oe rtrayoi^ dero 
OtCrTTfCTlOtO^ Tni'TV ?jTj Tov tTTOVf pfittTO yttp Trjv TOV UvhpvS dptTTJV 
Kal iix^vpfvns TtnWep oeSe ttoo TrapaKptjpvuraSj dXXd fipa)(y ri toC 
o^rjpaTos TTaptvcrupfvos^ ie’ aibftripds airr^ vai p ptrattraaLS ytvniTo. 

^ Psellos used to serve up his philosophy in a light and superficial dress 
to suit the light and superficial mind of the Emperor. When he was tired 
of phdosophy, he used to treat him to rhetoric (hisi. p. 196). 
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peror to cultivate. On their retirement he had recourse 
to amusements of the senses/ of which Psellos gives one 
instance. He caused a large basin to be dug in the 
middle of a park and to be filled with water up to the 
brim, so that it was on a level with the surrounding land. 
The Emperor used to lie in wait in order to observe and 
laugh at the mishaps of unwary persons who, advancing 
to pluck fruit from the trees with which the park was 
stocked, would sometimes walk into the water. He after- 
wards made a summer-house in this park close to the 
pond, in which he used constantly to bathe; and, per- 
haps from remaining in the water too long, he got an 
attack of pleurisy which brought on his death. 

The military history of Constantine’s reign has been 
given in full detail by Kedrenos. The chief events were 
the revolt of Maniakes, the Russian war, the Servian 
war, the Patzinak invasions, the Saracen war and loss of 
Armenia, the revolt of Tornikios, the invasions of the 
Seljuk Turks. Only three of these are described by 
Psellos — the revolts of Maniakes and Tornikios and the 
Russian war. Of the well-known circumstances of the 
life of George Maniakes we learn nothing new, but re- 
ceive a vivid impression of his personal appearance. 
Psellos had seen and admired him standing nearly ten 
feet high, like a mountain or a pillar.^ The expression 
of his countenance was not delicate nor pleasing, but 
like a x olcano; his voice was as the voice of thunder, his 
hands were stalwart to shake walls to pieces or crush 
bronze gates between them, his gait was as a lion’s, and 
his shadowy eyebrows gave him a grim look. In personal 

^ (n't Tus (V al(r$t)<r(i TraXty Kar((f>vyf )^d^iTas (p. I9B). 

* Cf. Constantine Manasses, I. 6284: 
avfjp yiyavTondXapos 

6p(ia‘ucT7T}\ayxvos fVKapbws jrWa>y dpyrjs cKBvfiov. 

The chosen men who fought with lum m the battle of Ostrovos were also 

yiyiiVTorTuipin. 
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might and bravery he must have been equal to the 
bravest and mightiest western knight; and he was a 
worthy fellow of the adventurous Norseman Harald 
Haardrada, with whom he sailed in the ^gean £ind 
fought in Sicily, and, if we may believe the saga, some- 
times quarrelled.! It was in the reign of Romanos in 
Syria that Maniakes first gained reputation as a warrior 
and a general. At the beginning of the reign of Michael IV 
he was despatched to Sicily against the Saracens, and 
the castle of Maniakes still exists at Syracuse to attest his 
successes. On an absurd accusadon of conspiracy he 
was recalled to Constandnople and imprisoned (1040), 
but was released by Michael V. Sicily had in the mean- 
time been lost, but he was appointed commander in 
Calabria and Longibardia, and there he won a battle 
near Monopoli which was as fruitless in its results as the 
great victory of Remata had been in Sicily. A private 
wrong determined him to return to the East, and his 
conduct was interpreted as treasonable. Psellos blames 
Constandne for his want of tact in dealing with Mani- 
akes. At the beginning he should have loaded him with 
honours, and at least subsequently, wlien he heard 
rumours that he intended to revolt, he should have 
feigned ignorance. Moreover, he sent the most unfit 
messengers — the men who were most likely to provoke 
the general. Maniak& was killed by a stray arrow in the 
battle near Ostrovos; otherwise he might have andci- 
pated Isaac Komnenos, 

Psellos was an eye-witness of the naval engagements 

* The sources for the career ol Harald Haardrada in southern Europe 
are: (i) Annalisla Saxo (Pertz, vi, 695); (2) Adam of Bremen (Pertz, 
339j 3*5 341 , 24) ; (3) Theodosius Monaclius, De repbus veteribus 

Norvagicis {Script. Her. Dan. v, 333, cap. 25) ; (4) the Saga of Harald in the 
Heimskringla of Snorro, for which sec Script. Hist. Island, vi, 125, or 
Laing’s translation of the Heimskringla; (5) the runic inscriptions on the 
lions formerly in the Pcirasus, now m the arsenal of Vemcc, interpreted 
by Rafn. 
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with the Russians, which took place in the Bosphorus 
within sight of the palace in the summer of 1043. 
A tumult between some Greeks and the Russian traders 
resident in Constantinople, in which one distinguished 
Russian was killed, furnished the pretext of the expedi- 
tion. This fact we learn from Zonaras, but it is com- 
pletely ignored by Psellos, who informs us that this 
expedition had been designed and delayed for many 
years. Basil Bulgaroktonos had completely cowed the 
Russians, but after the death of his brother Constantine 
they began to revive their hostile projects. The reign of 
Romanos, however, seemed to them too brilliant, and 
they were themselves too ill prepared to venture; but 
when Michael IV, a nobody, came to the throne, they 
decided to hesitate no longer. But before their prepara- 
tions were completed Michael died, and in a few months 
afterwards Constantine IX became Emperor.' Though 
they had no reason for making war on him, they de- 
termined to do so, lest their preparations should go for 
nothing. It seems to me that the silence of Psellos as to 
the ostensible pretext of the war is not only intentional, 
but pointed; that he not only disregarded it as a mere 
pretext which had nothing to do with the real cause, 
but ignored it in pointed opposition to a contemporary 
historian who laid undue weight on it. During the en- 
gagements Psellos was standing beside the Emperor, and 
he gives a clear account of what happened, which 
Zonaras follows. 

The revolt of Leon Tornikios took place several years 
later (1047). He was a sort of second cousin of the Em- 
peror on the mother’s side, and resided in Adrianople. 
He was very intimate with Euprepia, the Emperor’s 
rich sister, who was a woman with a mind of her own, 

^ These observations are unsatisfactory, in that Psellos does not explai ci 
why the preparations of the Russians occupied so long a time. 
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on whom her brother consequently looked with suspicion 
and treated with caution as a strong-minded person 
cleverer than himself. She seldom visited him, and when 
she did so spoke out her sentiments with sisterly frank- 
ness.' The Emperor suspected her intimacy with 
Tomikios, and gave him an appointment in Iberia. His 
enemies accused him in his absence of treasonable in- 
tention, but it was not till Euprepia defended him (this 
point is omitted by Zonaras) that Constantine sent 
persons to cause him to become a monk. When he re- 
turned in monastic guise to the capital, the Emperor 
jeered at him, but Euprepia opened her house to him. 
The dissatisfied Macedonian faction, “men most ready 
to detise anything wild and most energetic in executing 
it”, most punctilious in concealing and faithful in keep- 
ing their secret compacts, fixed on Leo as the most 
suitable leader, and conveyed him secretly to their head- 
quarters, Adrianopolis, which Psellos is not guilty, like 
Zonaras, of calling Orestias. 

The first important step was to win the troops stationed 
in the western provinces to their side, and in this they 
soon succeeded. The Emperor was not popular with the 
army, and Zonaras describes their desertion to the 
usurper as entirely due to this. Nevertheless it does not 
appear that they were quite so ready to take his part, 
for according to Psellos the leaders of the revolt were 
obliged to resort to a ruse in order to gain the support 
of the military captains. They sent round a number of 
agents to the different regiments with the news that the 

^ Psellos, Hist. P- 149' fTtfsaif] OVT€ Tl \tlfi7rpiiV tipp^rjs 

Ko^oxTciv Kai fis TTfpKjmvdav tjipoi'Tjfxaros rf nXrjpT) 

ri'y)(<i^ov(Tav koI yvvaiKOiv dTraciop <01/ TfStapai aTadrjpoTdrriv re 
ovffav Knt Sva-nupdywyov, ic.r.X. Zonaras, IV, 163: yvm) yevvaia rt icai 
( 7 TaSr)poTUTi] TO (ppdvTjp^a km €ts Tv^rfs €\u(ra(ra v-fpit^dptiav km els 
n'KovTov §a\|/iX<iai' — which shows that the text of Psellos as it stands can 
hardly be correct. Something more than 8’ erepav must have fallen 
out before ovre. The name of Constantine^s other sister was Helena. 
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Emperor was dead, and that Theodora had selected the 
Macedonian Leo Tornikios, in consideration of his good 
family, his mental ability, and energetic disposition, as 
the new Emperor. He adds that in addition to the effect 
of this artifice hatred of the sovran was operative. When 
the preparations were complete, they advanced to the 
siege of the capital. 

One of the first measures of Constantine when he 
heard of the revolt was to banish his sister Euprepia. As 
the troops of the East could not arrive for several days, 
and all the forces he could muster did not fully amount 
to looo, it was out of the question for him to take the 
field; his only chance was to defend Constantinople until 
succour arrived. He was very unwell at the time, 
suffering from gout and a severe attack of diarrhoea; 
and a rumour spread in the city that he was dead. The 
citizens collected to consider the advisabihty of joining 
the usurper, and the Emperor, ill though he was, had 
to dispel the false rumour by appearance in public. In 
the meantime Leo was acting as if he were already 
monarch; for as he had no money the only way in which 
he could reward or secure partisans was to remit taxes, 
distribute titles, and appoint ministers. One quality in 
his favour was his military experience; men wished to 
see a soldier on the throne who could in person defend 
the Empire against Turks or Patzinaks, like Basil or 
John Tzimiskes; for the only thing military about 
Monomaehos was his name. 

The army encamped round the whole city, and the 
first assault took place in the early morning. Both the 
Emperor and the tyrant were conspicuous, the latter 
riding on a white horse, the former sitting on a balcony 
that overlooked the field of action. Among the spec- 
tators of the teichomachy and the attendants of the 
Emperor was Psellos. 
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The siege lasted for three days, which Zonaras, 
though he follows Psellos, has not carefully distinguished 
and in some respects has confounded. ^ On the first 
morning the chief hostilities consisted of the buf- 
fooneries of the Macedonians, who danced and acted in 
a manner insulting to the Emperor. Constantine him- 
self had a narrow escape; an arrow aimed at him passed 
very close and grazed the side of a court minion who 
was standing by. This incident forced the Emperor and 
his company, including Psellos, to retire. In the after- 
noon the forces of the besieged were increased by some 
civilians who volunteered and a few soldiers who were 
extracted from the prisons. The night was spent in 
digging a trench round the city, and the next morning 
the besiegers found a larger force drawn up in front of 
the gates than they had seen the day before. At first they 
were afraid that the army from the East had arrived; but 
soon, perceiving that it consisted of a town mob, they 
leaped over the narrow and shallow trench with loud 
cries and put the tumultuary band to flight. If this 
assault had been followed up, a change in the sovranty 
might have taken place on that day, but Leo restrained 
the pursuit, hoping perhaps to enter the city as an Em- 
peror invited by citizens, not as a victorious general 
taking possession of a vanquished town. The policy of 
Leo throughout was to conciliate the inhabitants of the 
capital, and Constantine said he was more afraid of 
these kindly words than of anything else. On the third 
day a stone was thrown at the usurper, and though it 
missed him forced him and his party to flee. This created 
a panic and saved Constantine. The besiegers remained 
a few days inactive before the walls, and then, abandon- 
ing the siege, retired to Arkadiopolis. In the meantime 
the eastern troops arrived, and Tornikios was deserted 

^ He has thrown the first and second days into one. 
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by his followers. His eyes were put out, and the same 
punishment befell Joannes Vatatzes, a man celebrated 
for his strength and bravery, who was a sworn comrade 
of Tornikios and generously refused to desert him in his 
extremity. 

Joannes, the eunuch, and others induced Constantine 
shortly before his death to select Nikephoros Proteuon 
as his successor. But the design was frustrated by the 
promptness of Theodora, who immediately appeared 
in the palace and was recognised as Empress. 

9. TheodSra* It was expected that Theodora would 
choose a partner to share the duties and prerogatives of 
imperial power, and there were .some complaints uttered 
when it was found out that she had no such intention. 
Nevertheless her rule seems to have been popular and to 
have called forth no disloyalty, though some grumbled 
— for example, the patriarch Kerularios^ — that the 
government of a woman exercised an effeminate in- 
fluence on the Empire. Yet Psellos says that she showed 
no weakness, on the contrary a degree of decision which 
might almost seem hardness. 

Her chief minister was Leo Strabospondyles, and 
Attaleiates speaks in most favourable terms of his ad- 
ministration.^ He was a man of sense and experience, 
and most careful to maintain the law. Even Psellos, 
who speaks unfavourably of him, admits that he pos- 
sessed ability and does not impugn his honesty. But he 

[* Theodora, A.D. 1054, N0V.-1056, Aug.] 

^ Psellos, Hist. p. 207. 

* P. 52: tjr (iv«v(yKov(ra rutv dvBpi riyi ifp(i>fi€V (0 re (he 

was synkellos of the patriarch) Kal <rvvftT€o)s yepovri kqi 7ro\v7r€ipla^ 
ovK ano^eovTi (Attiip TTfwo'Tjyopia tw avdpt) rrjv dioiKijcriv t€>v Trpaypdrcov 
tn(Tpf^^fv. (TTifiKoJS' ovv ovTof eV uTraatif fv€pya)v jcnt Kara Xoyo*' rots 
‘TTUpfpTrlTrrovfTi ^pdipti'os kui tov vdpop irotovp.fvot i:iDv\ripa Trdtrav 
fvra^iav Kal fvvopUiv ncTToirjKf TroXtreveo-^ai. He relers the state of 
domestic peace (atrrao-tacTToi') in Theoddra’s reign to the fact that God 
was pleased with this dyaSoepyla, 
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had not, or did not choose to practise, the conciliatory 
manners of a courtier and the smooth arts of a diplo- 
matist; he was not endowed with readiness and fluency 
of speech ; he used to sit in silence and look at the ceiling, 
and was so careless or awkward in expressing himself 
that he often conveyed to his hearers exactly the op- 
posite of what he intended. This want of a statesmanlike 
exterior — of political ethos, as Psellos says — created an 
unfavourable opinion ; and his roughness made him un- 
popular. Yet he was free from all taint of bribery or 
avarice, and gave generous and magnificent entertain- 
ments. 

The significance of the position of Leo in the reigns of 
Theodora and Michael VI we can determine from two 
facts. He had been the minister of Michael IV, ^ and he 
was passed over by Constantine IX,® whose policy had 
been guided by opposition to the Paphlagonians. He 
seems to have been a rival of Constantine Lcichudes, 
and the two men are contrasted by Psellos. I think I 
shall not be mistaken in conjecturing that Michael V, 
among his many reactionary acts, deposed Leo from 
office and appointed Leichudes in his place. Hence the 
administrations of Theodora and Michael VI bear the 
character of a reaction against that of Constantine IX, 
just a.s that of Constantine was a reaction against the 
goN'ernment of Michael IV, and as that of Isaac Kom- 
nenos was a reaction against the Macedonian Basilians. 

Before her death® Theodora placed the diadem on the 
head of a man already stricken in years, Michael VI, 

' Zonaras, iv, i8i : to TraXat tw )3aiTtAfI v7rT}p(TT}a'avTL. 

^ P.selJos, Hist. p. 206: 6 yap ttjv tSsv oXafv TrfTrior-fvpfvot Biuixifo-iy 
. . .f TTfiBfj pr) TQjv TTpwTeitov rj^iaro Trap* ficelyov (Constantine) prjBe 
TTUpa rjy eKeiPOv eloTTjKet TrXevpd^ OTTfp Brj avry f0os fV tois rrpoTOv 
(iao-iXfVdi' iyiyvfTo kcCi (avn €p€p<l>€ro Kal drrrXrjXv^oTi rfjs^ dripias 
€pvr}<riKdKTj(r€it. I’hese words express clearly enough Leo’s position. 

* August 30, 1056 (not 1057, as stated in Finlay’s Hist, of Greece, u, 
449 )- 
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whom Leo and his party selected as a man likely to be 
manageable and weak. 

10. Michael VI.* The position of the new Emperor 
rested on his nomination by Theodora and on the sup- 
port of a strong political party, headed by Leo the 
synkellos. By generosity and promotions he exerted 
himself to please the members of the Senate and the 
various civil functionaries ; he also cultivated popularity 
with the people.^ 

But he was too old and too inexperienced to under- 
stand the political situation and the dangers which at 
that very moment were lurking around his throne; and 
so at the very outset he committed a radical mistake 
which produced the immediate operation of the very 
elements by which those dangers were threatened. 
While he showed marked kindness to the Senate and the 
people he pointedly and designedly ignored the army. 

Now the army had been long discontented.^ The 
soldiers were tired of Emperors ignorant of warfare, who 
devoted themselves to civil affairs and took little personal 
interest in the army, and the commanders felt keenly 
that their position was a very secondary one in the Em- 
pire; for the succession depended on the ministers, not 
on the generals. 

And now that the Basilian line was extinct — connec- 
tion with which had been a palladium for the preceding 
monarchs — it behoved the new sovran to deal most 
warily and delicately with the military power. 


[* Michael VI, Stratiotikos, a.d. 1056, Aug. 22/30-1057, Aug.] 

^ Compare Psellos, Hist, p, 209 (Zonaras, iv, 182). He promotes too 
rapidly: ov yap tw Trpotre;^^ iKarrrov <tvvio‘tq dXXa Kot Trpof rov 

f<f>€^ris »cat rov fntKtiva dv(^i^a(fv. 

* Psellos, Hist. p. 212: f^ovXovTo p.(v koI nporepov to arpaTioDTiKOV 
^vpirav TO KpuTOff P<ap.ai<i>v V7rotroi^o-a(r5ai kuI tiirijKooi ytvfa-Bai 
orparTfy^ airroKpdropi Kai rrjv TroXiriKrjv KaraXyaai rijs l^aaiXfiav 
biabo)(T]v. 
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But Michael was too old and stupid to see this.^ He 
had the idea — a false generalisation derived from the 
reigns of his immediate predecessors — that his supremacy 
rested altogether on the civil power, and that the army, 
like a subordinate servant, was a quantiU rUgligeable. He 
combined all the stubborn conservative tendencies of an 
old man with that love of making reforms in trivial 
matters which is perhaps also a characteristic of the 
old.* 

He especially offended Katakalon Kekaumenos, Duke 
of Antioch, whom he deprived of that post in favour of 
his own nephew Michael. Katakalon and Isaac Kom- 
nenos, with a number of other distinguished offieers, 
presented themselves before the Emperor to remonstrate 
with him on his injustice and imprudence; but he would 
not listen to them, and overwhelmed Katakalon with 
reproaches. Psellos, who had been recalled to court by 
Theodora, and was sometimes consulted by her and 
Michael, was present at this scene. 

The insulted generals made another attempt to in- 
fluence Michael through the medium of his counsellor 
Leo ; but Leo did not attempt to mollify them and only 
exasperated them more. It is not necessary to suppose 
that they had any share in instigating the unsuccessful 
and unimportant insurrection of Theodosios Mono- 
machos, which took place at about this time.® 


^ Manasscs describes Michael as uvhpa nva ^aKpo/Sioi/ TrtfnrfXov 
Tf)op.a\(op (I. 6331), and speaks of the military commanders as 

KaTa(f)povovvr€9 Mij^aqX (iPTiKpv^ tut dviKpov 
Kpdp.^t)s dc^uXXou yt}paids SifppfVKvlus, 

See Kedrenos, n, p. 614. For example, he wished to enact that 
the heads of the citizens should no longer be covered Si’ dypappdrtav 
dir vvv (iXXa fiid p€ya\oypdp,pfoy dBovitav fK (Uva-aov 7 rop(f)vpds f^u(^acr- 

fXfPO>V. 

* Zonaras, iv, 184. The Byzantine populace jeered at the feeble 
attempt of Monomachos in words that, if the text of Zonaras Is correct, 
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They determined to overthrow Michael, and unani- 
mously selected Isaac as his successor. Having made 
this arrangement, they withdrew from Constantinople 
to their estates in Asia Minor to mature their plans and 
collect their forces. Isaac took his measures with the 
utmost caution, and perfect order prevailed in liis camp. 
Money was absolutely necessary for his success, and he 
raised it by regular and accurately defined impositions, 
and by intercepting all the wealth that happened to be 
on its way to the capital. Along with the rich and in- 
fluential noblemen Katakalon and Romanos Skleros, 
Isaac hoped to have the £ud of Nikephoros Bryennios, 
the commander of the Macedonian regiments and 
governor of Kappadokia, who had been also offended 
by the Emperor. But in the Anatolic theme, where he 
took up his quarters, he quarrelled with Opsaras, who 
was loyal to Michael, and his eyes were put out.^ The 
rebels took up their quarters at Nikaia. 

But in Constantinople itself there was not an un- 
divided adherence to the Emperor. There was a large 
party which wished to dethrone him, and which was, 
we need not hesitate to assume, in direct communication 
with the leaders of the insurrection. What lent this party 
special weight was that the patriarch Kerularios was 
hostile to the government and the Emperor; and Keru- 
larios, of whom I shall have more to say, was a man of 
unusual energy and importance. One can hardly avoid 
conjecturing that he and Isaac had arranged the whole 
matter between them before the latter left the capital, 
are appropriately feeble: u drjfiMdrjs o)(\os €Tr(yye\avTes p^fiard riva 

(Tvj’BfVTfs €7rr]^ov avrai' ra S ^(raVy 

o pbipos 6 yioi'ofiu^os^ rt F7roi?y(7e. 

Let us hope that the words had at least the form of a “political” verse, 
and ran, by a slight transposition, 

6 Mnvo;niX''s> o }xu>p6iy i’rroiijtr* fT rt *(^p6vfi. 

^ See Zonaras, iv, 185 . 
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In this position of affairs Michael VI took counsel 
with men who had played a prominent part in the 
days of Monomachos, but whom he had hitherto gladly 
dispensed with.^ In particular he asked the advice 
of Psellos. Psellos suggested three things: first, that 
he should become reconciled with the patriarch, as he 
might be able to give most powerful assistance to the 
usurper;^ secondly, that he should send a conciliatory 
embassy to Isaac ; thirdly, that he should collect all the 
military forces available (the western troops, some 
eastern troops that had been left in the capital, the 
foreign guards), obtain succour from neighbouring 
States, and appoint a competent general. 

The first part of this advice was not followed, and the 
second part was set aside until the third had been tried. 
Michael appointed Theodoros, a eunuch of the Empress 
Theodora,^ and Aaron, a relative of the wife of Isaac 
Komncnos, to the command of his troops, and they en- 
camped over against Nikaia. But neither soldiers nor 
commanders were loyal. “The commander of the 
forces”, says Psellos — “his name I need not mention — 
was a waverer, or rather, as I fancy, a partisan”.* 
Further on he tells us that the president Theodoros 
had a secret understanding with Komnenos. Hence 
we may conclude that the unnamed commander was 

^ Psellos, Hist, p. 214; aXXous re vXfiarnvs ^rrnKaXeirai Twv yf vvaiav 
ray ■yvcofias rr^vi-KavTa fit KaToXtywprjS^vroyv • rai fi^Ta Kufic 
fio-noiurui kui oti fxfj €;^ot TraXai eyicoXtrtov wy aroirui' ri TrtTroirjKo)? 
(rvr;^aTi(|'frai. 

* Ibid. : fTTft yap eyv^Kfiv on ck 8ia<^upnv yv^prfs rai ^eyaXw 

ai'TiKuOfOTriKOi Kat bv(r6py<i>9 yvQjprjU ai'rtu 

TTpo>Ti}v ravTTjv fl<TT)vtyKa Tratrau avrto biaffiopuv Bia}iV(Ta(r0ai , . . fV role 
ToiovTois ^(iXicrra bvvaptv^ Kaipois icai arvv cn Tois 

Tv paw e v(T a(r LV fl pj} 7rpoXa/3oi tovtov tiy «Kpc/3€0‘rarT;p oiKtiaxTiv. 
It h quite possible that Psellos knew of the intentions of Kerularios. 

^ Theodora liad created him proedrosy and afterwards commander of the 
eastern army (Psellos, p. 216). 

* ap(pippf7r7i9 (09 fi’ ty^pai povopfpr}C. 
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Aaron. The result was that the Emperor’s army was 
defeated. 

After some days Michael resolved to send an embassy 
to Komnenos. He engaged on this commission three 
men of moderation and distinction, who were not 
identified with his own policy, and who would carry 
weight with the revolutionists. He first called Michael 
Psellos, on whose persuasive fluency he doubtless relied 
as a valuable auxiliary, and asked him to undertake the 
negotiation. Psellos says he was unwilling and yielded 
only to entreades, making the condition that he might 
select a colleague. He chose Leo Alopos, a distinguished 
member of the Senate,^ and they chose a third, Con- 
stantine Leichudes. They helped the Emperor to com- 
pose a letter, of which the purport was to offer the rank 
of Caesar to Komnenos. 

The envoys sent a notice beforehand to Komnenos of 
their approach, and obtained a sworn promise of their 
personal safety in his camp. They were received with 
great cordiality and rejoicings ; and in an interview with 
Isaac on the evening of their arrival nothing passed be- 
tween them but commonplace civilities.^ 

The next morning Isaac, surrounded with imperial 
pomp, gave them a public audience. The doors of his 
tent were suddenly thrown open that the splendour 
might all at once burst on the amazed multitude, with 
whose cheers and shouts the ears of Psellos and his com- 
panions were dinned. When the noise ceased they saw 
Isaac in sumptuous raiment, sitting on a raised gilt 
throne, resting his feet on a footstool. His fixed eyes 
testified to the preoccupation of his mind, and his face 

^ fctlyu) aipov^ai tov KaXXioroi' rt icat <TvvfT^raTov jcat ov paXterra 
jjSdu TTjv (rvv €po) $appj]<TovTa t^obov. We learn his name from 
Zonaras. 

® prjbe Ti tt\(OV nap paOtlv rj^ovXrjBr} ^ oaov ra n€pl r^v 

nopeiav kqi ft evKvpdvra rw nXto €xpri<rdpeOa. 
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bore marks of the recent conflict. The historian describes 
in full the successive circles of guards or attendants 
which stood around the throne, among whom the most 
striking were the foreign mercenaries, “the Italians and 
Tauroskythians”. The ambassadors, at the sovran’s 
sign, approached near the throne, and after an inter- 
change of civilities a gentleman-in-waiting called upon 
them officially to state their commission. Psellos was 
put forward as spokesman, and he gives an elaborate 
accouni of his diplomatic speech. He began with an 
encomium on the rank of Caesar and the dignities at- 
tached to it, and amid interruptions from the audience 
went on to speak of the adoption of the Caesar by the 
Emperor. He finished with an appeal to Isaac to desist 
from his usurpation. 

The speech was received with unfavourable clamours, 
which Komnenos was obliged to quiet by assuring the 
soldiers that the eloquence had produced no effect on 
him. He then dismissed the assembly and gave the en- 
voys a private audience, at which he informed them 
that for the present he would be quite satisfied with the 
rank of Caesar on condition that the Emperor named no 
other successor before his death, and deprived none of 
his companions of honours he had bestowed on them; 
he also required a certain measure of power, so far as 
to have the bestowal of some subordinate civil and 
military appointments. He also asked them to obtain 
the removal of the minister “of short stature”, who was 
hostile to him and unpopular — Leo Strabospondyl& we 
may presume. These proposals were not entrusted to 
writing; the letter which was openly sent did not con- 
tain them. Having breakfasted with Isaac they hastened 
to the shore, crossed the Bosphorus, and reached the 
imperial palace early in the day. The assembly and the 
negotiations had taken place in the early morning. The 
203 
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Emperor agreed to all the demands, and after the space 
of a day the ambassadors recrossed the straits. Kom- 
nenos appeared perfectly satisfied with the reply of the 
Emperor, promised to disband his troops and proceed 
to Constantinople. Psellos, Leichudes, and Alopos con- 
gratulated themselves that they had contributed a ser- 
vice to their sovran by their prudent conduct of the 
embassy, and prepared to return on the morrow; Isaac 
was to move to Scutari the day after. 

But before eventide they were surprised by the news 
that the Emperor had been dep)Osed by a conspiracy of 
senators. At first both the ambassadors and apparently 
the Caesar looked upon the report as an invention, but 
messenger after messenger arrived confirming the 
tidings, and doubt could be no longer entertained. 
A more reliable and accurately informed person soon 
appeared, who explained that certain dissatisfied and 
seditious members of the Senate had excited the in- 
habitants of the city, and, compelling the patriarch to 
act as their leader, inveighed against Michael and ex- 
tolled Isaac ; so far nothing more had happened. Before 
sunset, as Isaac and the ambassadors were conversing 
outside his tent, one arrived out of breath with the news 
that Michael had been forced to become a monk, and 
that the city was awaiting the arrival of Isaac to take his 
place. Ere he had finished speaking another came with 
the same news. 

“How my fellow-ambassadors passed that night”, 
says Psellos, “I know not, but I despaired of life, and 
expected that I should without delay be led to the sacri- 
fice”. But before daybreak the camp was in motion, and 
the philosopher’s terror was dispelled. The Emperor 
called him to his side and addressed him as a counsellor, 
asking his advice as to the best mode of administration, 
and by what policy he might rival the greatest sovrans. 
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He treated Alopos and Leichudes with the same kind- 
ness. 

The whole city streamed forth to meet the new Em- 
peror, and he, turning to Psellos, said, “This extreme 
good fortune, philosopher, seems to me slippery, and I 
know not if the end will turn out favourable”. The 
philosopher reassured the Emperor with smooth and 
flattering words, and took the opportunity of begging 
him not to bear a grudge against himself. The eyes of 
Komn&ios filled with tears, and he said, “I liked your 
tongue better the other day when it reviled me than 
now when it speaks smooth words”. He then appointed 
Psellos president of the Senate. 

This important revolution, which transferred the 
crown from the Macedonian to the Komnenian dynasty, 
possesses considerable interest. It was accomplished by 
the coalition of a party within the city with the army 
without, and in this respect reminds us of the unsuc- 
cessful revolt of Vitalian in the reign of Anastasios. But 
our historians represent this coalition as undesigned; 
they represent Isaac Komnenos as completely surprised 
by the news of the part taken by the patriarch and 
certain members of the Senate. Of course we cannot 
believe this; we must seek for something a little more 
mystic, ^va-TiKwrepov — to use a phrase of Byzantine 
diplomacy. It is clear that Komnenos had a party in 
the city, which he and his friends, Katakalon and the 
others, had time to organise before they departed to 
Asia after their rebuff by Michael. We are told 
expressly that they remaiincd for some time in the 
capital. The cabinet ministers of Theodora and Michael 
were very unpopular with others as well as with the 
soldiers, and Isaac would not fail to take advantage 
of this. 

This faction consisted of members of the Senate, and 
so-j 
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of party organisations or clubs, hetaireiai.^ These clubs, 
which Zonaras has fortunately mentioned, had politi- 
cally somewhat the same signification in the eleventh 
century as the dimoi or factions of the hippodrome in the 
sixth; though doubtless they were much smaller and 
possessed far less influence than the blues and greens. 
Whether the patriarch had an understanding with this 
party beforehand, or whether he was forced into the 
action he took on the day of the insurrection by the 
threats of the disaffected, was a question on which By- 
zantine historians differed. From the position of Keru- 
larios as opposed to and overlooked by the existing 
administration, and from his character as a man of 
strong will and great ambition, we might judge that he 
had throughout been a prime mover in the political 
revolution. The weight of the opinion of the historian 
Attaleiates inclines in the same direction. And I think 
we cannot hesitate to suppose that Kerularios and Kom- 
nenos had a distinct understanding with one another. 
The remarkable honours and privileges which Isaac, 
when he ascended the throne, conferred upon the 
patriarch, can be best explained by supposing a secret 
compact; and the negotiation would have been all the 
more easy, as Constantine Dukas was an intimate friend 
of both the Emperor and the patriarch.^ In his Epi- 
taphios on Kerularios, Psellos gives an account of the 

' Zonaras, rv, igo; <rrao-ta>^ftr T<i>v rrvy K\r}T^tv . .otr 

KOI ni TQjv eraipeiwv avvpfaav np)^ovT«s. Attaleiates merely mentions 
some of the persons tv rcXft as conspirators. 

* Attaleiates, Hist. p. 5^* app(iepa>trvM>7s ica'i 

Trarpiap^rjs 6 KrjpovXapios KfKOit'WKfi tovtois rr/s (TKfylrftof fire teat /u), 
(iSryXov Ka'i TTpo<l)avfs ov8(v. vpios b* €K TrpoXqyjrfoiv icai tq)v ptra ravra 
<rvp(ve)(^BevTo>v ra tT]S vnovoias eis npvdpfiv 7rpoK€^o}p^Ka(ri 

fp(j>amv rat yap rw irdvra a^vvb^a<^f^J(iJv 171 / icai crtipTrpurro)!/ 

Kat rfjs rrpd>rTjs ^ovXfjs yiPua-KOfitvos d)S Kai 0tXinr Kal rfjs ti^tay xai 
rjyy dy)(iaTelas f’yyuraT'oy 6 ^((rrap^of Ka)voTavTiPos 6 Aovkos dd(X<f)idi}^ 
ToO 7raTpidp;(Ov ctiivcuvos Ka^urrapevot Km ttoXXi]*/ iijvoiav koI 

Xap^avtav «kc WfV. 
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revolution, and represents the patriarch as acting the 
part of a conciliator between two foes, and attributes to 
his interference the fact that the revolution was effected 
with little violence or bloodshed.^^ 

It took place in the following manner. On the fatal 
day the conspirators repaired to the church of St Sophia, 
and took oaths that bound them to carry out their pur- 
pose. The act was attended with commotion both within 
and without the sacred edifice, and the patriarch sent 
his nephews to discover the cause of the commotion. 
They were captured by the leaders of the insurrection 
and threatened with death if the patriarch did not con- 
sent to countenance the plot. “Moved with compassion 
for his nephews, who were as his sons, and deeming it 
necessary to prevent civil war”, Kerularios gave his 
consent. This was what apparently took place; but there 
can be little doubt that the whole affair was a pre- 
concerted ruse.^ 

Some days before, Michael had induced all the 
senators and civil officers to sign a document, by which 
they engaged not to call Komnenos Basileus, nor to pay 
him imperial honour. The conspirators professed that 
their object was to cancel this document, which they 
had signed under compulsion, and the patriarch under- 
took to obtain it from Michael. But in a short time they 
waxed bolder, and openly proclaimed Komnenos Em- 
peror. Kerularios despatched one messenger to Isaac — 
one of those whose arrival in the camp we witnessed 
above — bidding him not tarry, and another to Michael 

' P. 362 sqq.-. Suflv Tore •ytyovitTUiv ai/riTTuXwi' T/xrj^aTcav fj.((ros 
fK( 7 vos e<p(icrTT]Kei kq'i uTfiT/ros. He is compared to a pilot in the storm. 
He look the side of Komnenos because he saw Providence clearly leaning 
that way. Fp. oVuiy fii' to €K(iv^ 

de aVni^tor'i fivii(TT€vO(irj t» (cporor. Michael VI is praised for his ready 
compliance with the inevitable, 

^ Zdnaras, iv, 190; Xeyerai ravra eivai icni rr po^ov\€VfiaTa 

iv' aKcov boKoiri (rvvcXOe'iv 6 irarpiap^i rotr (rratria^ovcri. 

sog 
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bidding him leave the palace. Michael asked the clerical 
messengers of the patriarch, “What will ye give me in- 
stead of the kingdom?” and they answered, “The king- 
dom of heaven ”. 1 He then put off his imperial robes 
and retired to a religious retreat, which was under the 
special care of the patriarch, who received him with 
a kind and smihng face, and kissed him and bade him 
farewell. And Michael said, “God requite thee thy kiss 
worthily, patriarch 

1 1 . The Patriarch Michael KSrularios. The head of the 
Church who took such a prominent part in the revolu- 
tion of 1057 was a striking and important figure in the 
middle part of the eleventh century. We have already 
come across him on several occasions ; but I passed over 
his name lightly, preferring to give a short connected 
account of his career. He attempted, as far as was pos- 
sible under the completely different circumstances, to 
do for the patriarchate in the eastern Church what his 
younger contemporary Hildebrand did for the pontifi- 
cate in western Christendom. 

He was a man remarkable for physical beauty as well 
as for learning and intellect. His first appearance on the 
scene of history is in the reign of Michael IV (1040) ; he 
was involved in a serious conspiracy against the Em- 
peror, and was banished along with Joannes Makrem- 
boUtes — the father of the Empress Eudokia and spiritual 
brother of Psellos — and many others. In the notice of 
Kedrenos, Kerularios is mentioned as a leader,^ but 
Psellos in his Epitaphios gives a very curious account of 
the affair. A large number of noble and able men, dis- 

^ See Z6naras, iv, igi. 

* Attaleiates, p. 59: (ivrainrda-aiTOy “may he kiss in return”. Although 
Psellos {M. KirularioSy p. 365) describes the cordial reception given by the 
patriarch to the deposed monarch, 1 am sure that Michael’s words were 
ironical, and that helookedon the patriarchal salute as the kiss ofjudas. 

® Kedrenos, ii, 540. 
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gusted with the government of the Paphlagonian family, 
formed the design of electing a new Emperor. They de- 
termined to select the man on whom heaven had con- 
ferred in most abundance excellences of mind and body 
— the best man in the Empire; each excluded from his 
thoughts all wish to reign. They unanimously voted for 
Michael Kerularios; and the unanimity seemed equi- 
valent to oracular certainty that he was the best man. 
They did not, however, inform the object of their choice, 
feeling tliat he would be reluctant to yield to their 
wishes; Kerularios remained in ignorance that a large 
assembly of men of light and leading had chosen him 
to reign over them. But some of the conspirators mis- 
doubted the chance of success and turned informers; and 
Michael was punished even more severely than the 
others for the tribute which without his knowledge they 
had paid to his excellence. 

He returned from exile in 1042, at the time of the 
accession of Monomachos, who showed him marked 
favour — although he had never met him before — and is 
reported to have exclaimed when he first saw him, “He 
is just the man for the patriarchate”. In the meantime, 
as the patriarchal chair was not vacant, he made him 
his most confidential adviser;* but in less than a year 
(Feb. 1043) Alexios died, and Kerularios was elected to 
the high and influential position of head of the eastern 
Church. 

There were two limits on the ecclesiastical power of 
the patriarch. One of these was theoretical rather than 
practical; in the organisation of universal Christendom 
he held a subordinate position.^ It had been defined in 

^ Epitaph, p. 324 • iin'i rrvvoiKi^fi tovtov fvdvs eaurw toif ufiuroif Kai ra 
Trpoira twp ntp'i fKf'ivov ?rotftr<u, k.t.X. 

* The claim of the patriarch of Constantinople to the title of ‘‘ecu- 
menical” was first raised in the reign of Maurice, and was then resisted 
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the council of Constantinople (381) that the See of Con- 
stantinople was second in dignity to the See of Rome. 
The other limit was practical rather than theoretical; 
the patriarch was dependent on the Emperor. The 
eastern Emperors, like Constantine and like Justinian, 
continued to interfere in ecclesiastical matters, as was 
indeed inevitable. 

From such subordination and dependence Michael 
Kerularios made an attempt to deliver the Byzantine 
pontificate, and was to a certain extent not unsuccessful. 

To break with Rome was not difficult; the eastern 
and western Churches were practically severed. Into 
the details of the schism we need not enter here ; we need 
merely indicate that a general account of it is given by 
Psellos in his Epitaphios on the patriarch. He notes the 
difference as to the “theology of the holy Trinity” as 
the main point of the dissension, and tells us that others 
thought the matter of no consequence, while the patri- 
arch deemed the heresy intolerable and exerted himself 
in the matter with unusually ardent activity On July 


by Gregory L The claim was of practical value in so far as it was con- 
nected with the subordination of the sees of Alexandria and Antioch to 
Constantinople; and thus Leo IX (in his sixth epistle) writes that it is 
intolerable quod nova ambitione Alexandrinum et Antwchemm patriarchas 
antiquis sua dignitatis priuiUgtts pnvare contrndens contra fas etjus suo dominio 
subjugate conaretur. An attempt was made m 1024 to bribe the pope into 
conceding the coveted title to the Byzantine bishop (see Lequien, Or. 
Christ. I, 89) . 

^ rf/9 tTpofid^ia Kat kqI rou Btiov Xdyou 

dywvKrrfj ovk avfKTov f'XoyiffTO’ 66(v npovKapt re rqs fiqTpoTroXfios Ka\ 
VTTtp eKflvTjs irpbs fKfivrjp TroXXuKir t)Kpt^o\oyq(raTO jcat BeppoTcpov rj 
nepi T«XXa 8tr}yu)vi<raTO vovBfriav (irKrrdWiov napaKaXo^v ypa(piKa.ts 
^paofievos aTToBfl^ecri. . . ws d’ ovk tirtiBe irdvra irparTuiv dXX’ iyeyoveKrav 
oi TTdi^ayoiyovpfvoi d^ao'VTfpoi kuI dvai<rxvvTfpni Tr]piKavTa koi avros 
dvapii^ywrai koi ry avaKTXvvTiq a<rffitUis evat^fias dvriTiBycn 
Tyv oKpi^fiav. For the schism compare Leo Osticnsis, Chronicle of Monte 
Casim, bk. 11 , chap, lxxxv. See Hefele, Q>nciliengeschichte, iv, 725 sq.y and 
the article on Carularios by Gass in the Realencyclopadie fur protestantische 
Theologiey edited by Herzog and PJitt (now by Hauck). K6rulanos threw 
down the gauntlet m a letter to the bishop of Tram. 
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1 6, 1054, the envoys of the pope deposited the act of 
excommunication on the altar of St Sophia. 

That Kerularios made some attempts to render his 
office independent of imperial interference during the 
reign of Constantine IX, I should infer from the inci- 
dental remark of PselJos that he owed many grudges to 
Monomachos. 1 He had a high ideal of the archieratic 
office. The patriarch was bound, he thought (for though 
Psellos speaks with his own words, he speaks in the spirit 
of Kerularios), to speak “holy words” to secular powers, 
to resist tyrannies, to exalt the humble and pull down the 
self-willed, to superintend education:^ it was the ideal 
of Ambrose and Chrysostom. The Emperor did not sup- 
port Michael in his quarrel with the pope and did not 
approve of his unconciliatory attitude; he compelled 
Niketas Pectoratos, a partisan of Michael, to burn the 
book he had written against the false doctrines of the 
Latins. 

We have seen how the patriarch was opposed to the 
go\ ernments of Theoddra and Michael VI, and how he 
assisted in the elevation of Isaac I. It seems extremely 
probable that he arranged beforehand with Isaac, as 
conditions of lending his support, those privileges which 
Isaac granted when he was seated on the throne. We 
arc told that he honoured the patriarch as a father, and 
he granted to the Church a completer power in its own 
affairs than it had before possessed. The treasurer 
[(TKevo<f>v\a^) and the grand chancellor (0 oUo- 

1'c/j.os) used to be appointed directly by the Emperor; 
Isaac transferred these appointments to the patriarch. 
He rendered the Church wholly independent of the 

^ Epitaph, p, 357' Knlrrn iroWa fi.vrj(TiKaK€iv rto a7reX^oi/ri. 

® Ibid. p. 354 ' ’■'1 TTatrap rraifiayoiyias roif npos dpeTTjv dnevdvvo- 
fxeuois eTri^elKwirBai vpoT tf l^vpatrTflat vappt^O’id^eo'Oat jcai Tvpapvtai^ 
(usurpations) avOlaratTBai kui tous p.€V rarrewoTtpov^ v'^ovv KaBaiptiv 
§6 Toi^r uvBabf^ripov^ icai BparrvTtpuvs. 
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palace; the entire ecclesiastical administration was to 
depend henceforward on the head of the Church. ^ 
Kerularios seems to have been popular with the clergy, 
and he tried to strengthen his position by the advance- 
ment of his nephews, who, as we saw, played a part in the 
revolt against Michael VI. Isaac conferred on them the 
highest honours and offices ; and this is the nearest parallel 
to papal nepotism that we meet in Byzantine history — the 
advancement of the patriarch’s nephews by the Emperor. 

But Kerularios presumed too far, and he fell. He took 
upon himself, in accordance with his idea of the duties 
or privileges of the patriarchal office, to admonish the 
Emperor like a father or censure him like a master, if 
he did or designed to do anything of which he did not 
approve. The ears of an Emperor are accustomed to 
praise, not to rebuke; and Isaac, however friendly his 
feelings to the patriarch were, could not long submit to 
the schooling of an ecclesiastic. Moreover, Kerularios 
in mere external trivialities gave proof of a dangerously 
autocratic spirit; he wore red boots like the Emperor’s, 
asserting that it was an ancient pontifical privilege. 
Things came to a crisis when on one occasion the 
Emperor exhibited his impatience and the indignant 
patriarch cried “ It was I who gave you the Empire, 
I too can take it from you”.^ At the feast of the arch- 
angels it was necessary for the patriarch to officiate out- 
side the city, and the Emperor seized the opportunity 
and caused Kerularios to be arrested, as he feared that 
his arrest in the city might cause a disturbance. The 
Varangian soldiers who were employed for the purpose 
transported him to Prokonnesos, where he died in a few 
days and relieved the Emperor from further trouble. 

^ See Attaleiates, p. 6o; Skylitzfe, pp. 641-2; Zonaras, iv, 352. 

* It is not easy to see the point ol to toCto koi Kadrf^a^a>fi€vov^ 

which Skylitzes (p. 643) puts into the mouth of the patriarch: €a> ae 
(KTiaa <Povpvf' €0) ipa ere 
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10 . A SURVEY OF BYZANTINE 
HISTORY* 

The present volume carries on the fortunes of a portion 
of Europe to the end of the Middle Ages. This eKception 
to the general chronological plan of the work seemed 
both convenient and desirable. The orbit of Byzantium, 
the history of the peoples and states which moved 
within that orbit and always looked to it as the 
central body, giver of light and heat, did indeed at 
some points touch or traverse the orbits of western 
European states, but the development of these on the 
whole was not deeply affected or sensibly perturbed by 
what happened east of Italy or south of the Danube, 
and it was only in the time of the Crusades that some of 
their rulers came into close contact with the Eastern 
Empire or that it counted to any considerable extent 
in their policies. England, the remotest state of the 
West, was a legendary country to the people of Con- 
stantinople, and that imperial capital was no more than 
a dream-name of wealth and splendour to Englishmen, 
except to the few adventurers who travelled thither to 
make their fortunes in the Varangian guards. It is thus 
possible to follow the history of the Eastern Roman 
Empire from the eighth century to its fall, along with 
those of its neighbours and clients, independently of the 
rest of Europe, and this is obviously more satisfactory 
than to interpolate in the main history of Western 

[* This is the Introduction &omthe Cambridge Medieval History (1923), 
vol. IV, The Eastern Roman ErnpirCf pp, vii-xiv. The references are to 
chapters in the volume. It has been thought better to leave these just 
as they stand.] 

215 



INTRODUCTORY SURVEY OF 

Europe chapters having no connexion with those which 
precede and follow. 

Besides being convenient, this plan is desirable. For it 
enables us to emphasise the capital fact that through- 
out the Middle Ages the same Empire which was 
founded by Augustus continued to exist and function 
and occupy even in its final weakness a unique position 
in Europe — a fact which would otherwise be dissipated, 
as it were, and obscured amid the records of another 
system of states with which it was not in close or con- 
stant contact. It was one of Gibbon’s services to history 
that the title of his book asserted clearly and unam- 
biguously this continuity. 

We have, however, tampered with the correct name, 
which is simply Roman Empire, by adding Eastern, a 
qualification which, although it has no official basis, 
is justifiable as a convenient mark of distinction from 
the Empire which Charlemagne founded and which 
lasted till the beginning of the nineteenth century. This 
Western Empire had no good claim to the name of 
Roman. Charlemagne and those who followed him 
were not legitimate successors of Augustus, Constantine, 
Justinian, and the Isaurians, and this was tacitly 
acknowledged in their endeavours to obtain recogni- 
tion of the imperial title they assumed from the 
sovrans of Constantinople whose legitimacy was un- 
questionable. 

Much as the Empire changed after the age ofjustinian, 
as its population became more and more predominantly 
Greek in speech, its descent from Rome was always un- 
mistakably preserved in the designation of its subjects 
as Romans ('Pto/xaZot). Its eastern neighbours knew 
it as Rum. Till the very end the names of most of the 
titles of its ministers, officials, and institutions were either 
Latin or the Greek translations of Latin terms that had 
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become current in the earliest days of the Empire. 
Words of Latin derivation form a large class in medieval 
Greek. The modern Greek language was commonly 
called Romaic till the middle of the nineteenth century. 
It is only quite recently that Roumelia has been falling 
out of use to designate territories in the Balkan penin- 
sula. Contrast with the persistence of the Roman name 
in the East the fact that the subjects of the Western 
Empire were never called Romans and indeed had no 
common name as a whole; the only “Romans” among 
them were the inhabitants of the city of Rome. There 
is indeed one district in Italy whose name still com- 
memorates the Roman Empire — Romagna', but this ex- 
ception only reinforces the contrast. For the district 
corresponds to the Exarchate of Ravenna, and was 
called Romania by its Lombard neighbours because it 
belonged to the Roman Emperor of Constantinople. It 
was at the New Rome, not at the Old, that the political 
tradition of the Empire was preserved. It is worth 
remembering too that the greatest public buildings of 
Constantinople were originally built, however they may 
have been afterwards changed or extended — the Hippo- 
drome, the Great Palace, the Senatehouses, the churches 
of St Sophia and the Holy Apostles — by Emperors of 
Latin speech, Severus, Constantine, Justinian. 

On the other hand, the civilisation of the later Roman 
Empire was the continuation of that of ancient Greece. 
Hellenism entered upon its second phase when Alex- 
ander of Macedon expanded the Greek world into the 

^ Examples: {i)da’r]KprfTis{asecr€ti5)y(iov^^ ixayttrrpofjTraTputOff, 

^opifiTTiKoij TTpairroa-iroSy 7rpatVa>p, »tovat<rr<i)p,Koupara;p; IHIktov ^ naKTOv \ 
Kaarpnv, (poa-trarou, rraXartoi', (velum); drrXriKfveit' = (castra) 

apfilicare, TrpnihrrKiv, hrjptyfvfiv; fjiov\Tos~(tu)multus; ( 2 ) (ancient equi- 
valents of Latin terms) /SoirtXfiV, avroKpaTtap (tTnperator)^ (TvyKXrfTos 
(ienalus)^ vnaras [consul)^ tivOviraros (proconsul), vnapxps (praefectus), 
dpo/ioy (cursus publicus). 
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east, and on its third with the foundation of Con- 
stantine by the waters where Asia and Europe meet. 
Christianity, with its dogmatic theology and its monas- 
ticism, gave to this third phase its distinctive character 
and flavour, and Byzantine civilisation, as we have 
learned to call it, is an appropriate and happy name. 
Its features are very fully delineated in this volume by 
Professor Diehl (Chapter xxiv).* The continuity which 
links the fifteenth century a.d. with the fifth b.c. is 
notably expressed in the long series of Greek historians, 
who maintained, it may be said, a continuous tradition 
of historiography. From Critobulus, the imitator of 
Thucydides, and Chalcocondyles, who told the story of 
the last days of the Empire, we can go back, in a line 
broken only by a dark interval in the seventh and eighth 
centuries, to the first great masters, Thucydides and 
Herodotus. 

The development of “Byzantinism” really began in 
the fourth century. The historian Finlay put the question 
in a rather awkward way by asking. When did the 
Roman Empire change into the Byzantine? The answer 
is that it did not change into any other Empire than 
itself, but that some of the characteristic features of 
Byzantinism began to appear immediately after Con- 
stantinople was founded. There is, however, a real 
truth in Finlay’s own answer to his question. He drew 
the dividing line at the accession of Leo the Isaurian, 
at the beginning of the eighth century. And, in fact, 
Leo’s reign marked the consummation of a rapid change 
which had been going on during the past hundred 
years. Rapid ; for I believe anyone who has studied the 
history of those centuries will agree that in the age of 
the Isaurians we feel much further away from the age 
of Justinian than we feel in the age of Justinian from 
[* Chap, xxrv, Byzantine Civilisation^] 
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the age of Theodosius the Great. Finlay’s date has 
been taken as the starting point of this volume ; it marks, 
so far as a date can, the transition to a new era. 

The chief function which as apolitical power the Eastern 
Empire performed throughout the Middle Ages was to 
act as a bulwark for Europe, and for that civilisation 
which Greece had created and Rome had inherited and 
diffused, against Asiatic aggression. Since the rise of 
the Sasanid power in the third century, Asia had been 
attempting, with varying success, to resume the role 
which it had played under the Achaemenids. The arms 
of Alexander had delivered for hundreds of years the 
Eastern coasts and waters of the Mediterranean from 
all danger from an Asiatic power. The Sasanids finally 
succeeded in reaching the Mediterranean shores and the 
Bosphorus. The roles of Europe and Asia were again 
reversed, and it was now for Byzantium to play on a 
larger stage the part formerly played by Athen.s and 
Sparta in a struggle for life and death. Heraclius proved 
himself not only a Themistocles but in some measure 
an Alexander. He not only checked the victorious 
advance of the enemy; he completely destroyed the 
power of the Great King and made him his vassal. But 
within ten years the roles were reversed once more in 
that amazing transformation scene in which an obscure 
Asiatic people which had always seemed destined to 
play a minor part became suddenly one of the strongest 
powers in the world. Constantinople had again lo fight 
for her life, and the danger was imminent and the 
strain unrelaxed for eighty years. Though the Empire 
did not succeed in barring the road to Spain and Sicily, 
its rulers held the gates of Europe at the Propontis and 
made it impossible for them to sweep over Europe as 
they had swept over Syria and Egypt. Centuries passed, 
and the Comnenians guarded Europe from the Seljuqs. 
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The Ottomans were the latest bearers of the Asiatic 
menace. If the Eastern Empire had not been mortally 
wounded and reduced to the dimensions of a petty 
state by the greed and brutality of the Western brigands 
who called themselves Crusaders, it is possible that the 
Turks might never have gained a footing in Europe. 
Even as it was, the impetus of their first victorious ad- 
vance was broken by the tenacity of the Palaeologi — 
assisted it is true by the arms of Timur. They had 
reached the Danube sixty years before Constantinople 
fell. When this at length happened, the first force and 
fury of their attack had been spent, and it is perhaps 
due to this delay that the Danube and the Carpathians 
were to mark the limit of Asiatic rule in Europe and 
that St Peter’s was not to suffer the fate of St Sophia. 
Even in the last hours of its life, the Empire was still 
true to its traditional role of bulwark of Europe. 

As a civilised state, we may say that the Eastern Empire 
performed three principal functions. As in its early 
years the Roman Empire laid the foundations of civilisa- 
tion in the West and educated Celtic and German 
peoples, so in its later period it educated the Slavs of 
eastern Europe. Ru.ssia, Bulgaria, and Serbia owed it 
everything and bore its stamp. Secondly, it exercised 
a silent but constant and considerable influence on 
western Europe by sending its own manufactures and 
the products of the East to Italy, France, and Germany. 
Many examples of its embroidered textile fabrics and 
its jewellery have been preserved in the West. In the 
third place, it guarded safely the heritage of classical 
Greek literature which has had on the modern world 
a penetrating influence difficult to estimate. That we 
owe our possession of the masterpieces of Hellenic 
thought and imagination to the Byzantines everyone 
knows, but everyone does not remember that those 
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books would not have travelled to Italy in the fourteenth 
and fifteenth centuries, because they would not have 
existed, if the Greek classics had not been read habitually 
by the educated subjects of the Eastern Empire and 
therefore continued to be copied. 

Here we touch on a most fundamental contrast be- 
tween the Eastern Empire and the western European 
states of the Middle Ages. The well-to-do classes in the 
West were as a rule illiterate, with the exception of 
ecclesiastics; among the well-to-do classes in the By- 
zantine world education was the rule, and education 
meant not merely reading, writing, and arithmetic, but 
the study of ancient Greek grammar and the reading 
of classical authors. The old traditions of Greek educa- 
tion had never died out. In court circles at Con- 
stantinople everyone who was not an utter parvenu 
would recognise and understand a quotation from 
Homer. In consequence of this difference, the intel- 
lectual standards in the West where book-learning was 
reserved for a particular class, and in the East where 
every boy and girl whose parents could afford to pay 
was educated, were entirely different. The advantages 
of science and training and system were understood in 
Byzantine society. 

The appreciation of method and system which the 
Byzantines inherited both from the Greeks and from 
the Romans is conspicuously shewn in their military 
establishment and their conduct of war. Here their 
intellectuality stands out in vivid contrast with the rude 
dullness displayed in the modes of warfare practised 
in the West. Tactics were carefully studied, and the 
treatises on war which the officers used were kept up 
to date. The tacticians apprehended that it was stupid 
to employ uniform methods in campaigns against dif- 
ferent foes. They observed carefully the military habits 


221 



INTRODUCTORY SURVEY OF 


of the various peoples with whom they had to fight — 
Saracens, Lombards, Franks, Slavs, Hungarians — and 
thought out different rules for dealing with each. The 
soldiers were most carefully and efficiently drilled. They 
understood organisation and the importance of not 
leaving details to chance, of not neglecting small points 
in equipment. Their armies were accompanied by am- 
bulances and surgeons. Contrast the feudal armies of 
the West, ill-disciplined, with no organisation, under 
leaders who had not the most rudimentary idea of 
tactics, who put their faith in sheer strength and courage, 
and attacked all antagonists in exactly the same way. 
More formidable the Western knights might be than 
Slavs or Magyars, but in the eyes of a Byzantine officer 
they were equally rude barbarians who had not yet 
learned that war is an art whieh requires intelligence as 
well as valour. In the period in which the Empire was 
strong, before it lost the provinces which provided its 
best recruits, its army was beyond comparison the best 
fighting machine in Europe. When a Byzantine army was 
defeated, it was always the incompetence of the general 
or some indiscretion on his part, never inefficiency or 
cowardice of the troops, that was to blame. The great 
disaster of Manzikert (1071), from which perhaps the 
decline of the Eastern Empire may be dated, was caused 
by the imbecility of the brave Emperor who was in 
command. A distinguished student of the art of war has 
observed that Gibbon’s dictum, “the vices of Byzantine 
armies were inherent, their victories accidental”,* is 

[* V. Bury’s Gibbon [1898], voK v, pp. 59-60, "The genius of Belisarius 
and Narses had been formed without a master, and expired without 
a disciple. Neither honour, nor patriotism, nor generous superstition, 
could animate the lifeless bodies of slaves and strangers, who had 
succeeded to the honours of the legions — their vices were inherent, their 
victories were accidental, and their costly maintenance exhausted the 
substance of a state which they were unable to defend”.] 
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precisely the reverse of the truth. He is perfectly 
right. 

Military science enabled the Roman Empire to hold 
its own for many centuries against the foes around it, 
east and west and north. Internally, its permanence 
and stability depended above all on the rule of Roman 
law. Its subjects had always “the advantage of pos- 
sessing a systematic administration of justice enforced 
by fixed legal procedure”; they were not at the mercy 
of caprice. They could contrast their courts in which 
justice was administered with a systematic observance 
of rules, with those in which Mohammedan lawyers 
dispensed justice. The feeling that they were much 
better off under the government of Constantinople than 
their Eastern neighbours engendered a loyal attach- 
ment to the Empire, notwithstanding what they might 
suffer under an oppressive fiscal system.* 

The influence of lawyers on the administration was 
always great, and may have been one of the facts which 
account for the proverbial conservatism of Byzantine 
civilisation. But that conservatism has generally been 
exaggerated, and even in the domain of law there was 
a development, though the foundations and principles 
remained those which were embodied in the legislation 
of Justinian. 

The old Roman law, as expounded by the classical 
jurists, was in the East considerably modified in practice 
here and there by Greek and oriental custom, and there 
are traces of this influence in the laws of Justinian. But 
Justinianean law shews very few marks of ecclesiastical 
influence which in the seventh and following centuries 
led to various changes, particularly in laws relating to 
marriage. The law-book of the Isaurian Emperor, 
Leo III, was in some respects revolutionary, and 
^ Compare Finlay, History of Grttct, il, 22-4; i, 41 i-i2. 
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although at the end of the ninth century the Macedonian 
Emperors, eager to renounce all the works of the 
heretical Isaurians, professed to return to the pure 
principles of Justinian, they retained many of the in- 
novations and compromised with others. The principal 
reforms of Leo were too much in accordance with 
public opinion to be undone. The legal status of con- 
cubinate for instance was definitely abolished. Only 
marriages between Christians were recognised as valid. 
Marriages between first and second cousins were for- 
bidden. Fourth marriages were declared illegal and 
even third were discountenanced. It is remarkable 
however that in the matter of divorce, where the dif- 
ferences between the views of State and Church had 
been sharpest and where the Isaurians had given effect 
to the un-Roman ecclesiastical doctrine that marriage 
is indissoluble, the Macedonians returned to the com- 
mon-sense view of Justinian and Roman lawyers tliat 
marriage like other contracts between human beings 
may be dissolved. We can see new tendencies too in the 
history of the palria polestas. The Iconoclasts substituted 
for it a parental potestas, assigning to the mother rights 
similar to those of the father. Other changes are men- 
tioned below in Chapter xxn, pp. 709-10.“^ 

In criminal law there was a marked change in ten- 
dency. From Augustus to Justinian penalties were ever 
becoming severer and new crimes being invented. After 
Justinian the movement was in the direction of mildness. 
In the eighth century only two or three crimes were 
punishable by death. One of these was murder and in 

^ It has been commonly held that the codes known as the Rhodian 
(Maritime) Law, the Farmer’s (Rural) Law, and the Military Law were 
the work of the Isaurian Emperors, and this view is taken below in 
Chapter i (pp. 4-5) and Chapter xxn (pp. 70b, 710). In the opinion of 
the present writer the mvcstigations of Mr Ashbumer have rendered it 
quite untenable, at least m regard to the two hrst. 
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this case the extreme penalty might be avoided if the 
murderer sought refuge in a church. On the other 
hand penalties of mutilation were extended and syste- 
matised. This kind of punishment had been inflicted 
in much earlier times and authorised in one or two 
cases by Justinian. In the eighth century we find 
amputations of the tongue, hand, and nose part of the 
criminal system, and particularly applied in dealing 
with sexual offences. If such punishments strike us to- 
day as barbaric (though in England, for instance, mutila- 
tion was inflicted little more than two centuries ago), 
they were then considered as a humane substitute for 
death, and the Church approved them because a tongue- 
less or nose-less sinner had time to repent.* In the same 
way, it was a common practice to blind, instead of 
killing, rebels or unsuccessful candidates for the throne. 
The tendency to avoid capital punishment is illustrated 
by the credible record that during the reign of John 
Comnenus there were no executions. 

The fact that in domestic policy the Eastern Empire 
was far from being obstinately conservative is also 
illustrated by the reform of legal education in the 
eleventh century, when it was realised that a system 
which had been in practice for a long time did not 
work well and another was substituted (as is explained 
in Chapter xxn, p. 719).** That conception of the later 
Empire which has made the word Byzantine almost 
equivalent to Chinese was based on ignorance, and is 
now discredited. It is obvious that no State could have 
lasted so long in a changing world, if it had not had 
the capacity of adapting itself to new conditions. Its 
administrative machinery was being constantly modified 

[* This subject is carried further by Bury m R.P.A. Annual, igiB, 
“The influence of Christianity on Roman Criminal Law”.] 

[*’•' Chap, xxn, Byzantine Legislation 565-1453, by Professor Paul 
Collinet.] 
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by capable and hardworking rulers of whom there 
were many ; the details of the system at the end of the 
tenth century differed at ever so many points from 
those of the eighth. As for art and literature, there were 
ups and downs, declines and renascences, throughout 
the whole duration of the Empire. It is only in quite 
recent years that Byzantine literature and Byzantine art 
have been methodically studied; in these wide fields of 
research Krumbacher’s Byzantine Literature and Strzy- 
gowski’s Orient oder Rom were pioneer works marking a 
new age. Now that we are getting to know the facts 
better and the darkness is gradually lifting, we have 
come to see that the history of the Empire is far from 
being a monotonous chronicle of palace revolutions, 
circus riots, theological disputes, tedious ceremonies in 
a servile court, and to realise that, as in any other 
political society, conditions were continually changing 
and in each succeeding age new political and social 
problems presented themselves for which some solution 
had to be found. If the chief interest in history lies 
in observing such changes, watching new problems 
shape themselves and the attempts of rulers or peoples 
to solve them, and seeing how the characters of indi- 
viduals and the accidents which befall them determine 
the course of events, the story of the Eastern Empire 
is at least as interesting as that of any medieval State, 
or perhaps more interesting because its people were 
more civilised and intellectual than other Europeans 
and had a longer political experience behind them. On 
the ecclesiastical side it offers the longest and most 
considerable experiment of a State-Church that Chris- 
tendom has ever seen. 

The Crusades were, for the Eastern Empire, simply 
a scries of barbarian invasions of a particularly em- 
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barrassing kind, and in the present volume they are 
treated merely from this point of view and their general 
significance in universal history is not considered. The 
full treatment of their causes and psychology and the 
consecutive story of the movement are reserved for 
Vol. V. 

But the earlier history of Venice has been included 
in this volume. The character of Venice and her career 
were decided by the circumstance that she was subject 
to the Eastern Emperors before she became indepen- 
dent. She was extra-Italian throughout the Middle 
Ages ; she never belonged to the Carolingian Kingdom 
of Italy. And after she had slipped into independence 
almost without knowing it — there was never a violent 
breaking away from her allegiance to the sovrans Oi 
Constantinople — she moved still in the orbit of the 
Empire; and it was on the ruins of the Empire, dis- 
membered by the criminal enterprise of her Duke 
Dandolo, that she reached the summit of her power 
as mistress in the Aegean and in Greece. She was the 
meeting-place of two civilisations, but it was eastern 
not western Europe that controlled her history and 
lured her ambitions. Her citizens spoke a Latin tongue 
and in spiritual matters acknowledged the supremacy 
of the elder Rome, but the influence from new Rome 
had penetrated deep, and their great Byzantine basilica 
is a visible reminder of their long political connexion 
with the Eastern Empire. 
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CAUSES OF THE SURVIVAL OF THE 
ROMAN EMPIRE IN THE EAST* 


T he causes of decline did not operate equally in all parts 
of the Empire. Thus Egypt did not share in the general 
depopulation; and the Asiatic provinces seem not to 
have been affected to the same extent by the evils which led, 
in the West, to the destruction of the middle class and the 
growth of vast estates. In the fourth century, the commerce 
of the Mediterranean and the carrying trade of Western 
Europe were mainly in the hands of the Greeks ; and, in 
general, the Eastern half of the Roman world was more 
prosperous and wealthy than the Western. Moreover — 

the numbers of the Greek population in the Eastern Empire gave a 
unity of feeling to the inhabitants, a nationality of character to the 
government, and a degree of power to the Christian church, which 
were completely wanting in the ill-cemented structure of the 
West.* 

This unity and quasi-nationality assumed some shape and 
substance when the Empire was finally divided after the 
death of Theodosius. 

In the Western Empire, the people, the Roman aristocracy, and 
the imperial administration, formed three separate sections of 
society, unconnected either by religious opinion or national feelings ; 
and each was ready to enter into alliances with armed bands of 
foreigners in the Empire in order to serve their respective interests 
or gratify their prejudices or passions.* 

It is an essential moment in the situation that in the East 
there was no powerful pagan aristocracy. “The popular 

[* This extract is given from the Quarterly Review, vol. cxcii, No. 383, 
pp. 146-55, by permission of the Editor. The article was written in 
1900 and the theory of causation plays a large part in it. As has been 
indicated elsewhere, Bury’s views as regards the iall of the Empire in the 
West were subsequently revised. There is however no such evidence 
that he altered his views about the survival of the Empire in the E^t, 
and they are given here as being an interesting pendant to his Byzantine 
studies.] 

* Finlay, i, p. 147. ’ Ibid., p. 138. 
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element in the social organisation of the Greek people, by 
its alliance with Christianity, infused into society the energy 
which saved the Eastern Empire”;^ and the clergy in the 
East seem to have possessed more influence, and to have 
been able to protect the people to some extent against the 
oppression of the Government officials. 

If we examine the resistance which the Illyrian peninsula 
presented to the barbarians, we are struck by the following 
points. European Greece, which had declined under the 
early Empire, had recovered in some measure its well- 
being and populousness, and though an invader might 
plunder it easily enough, it was so populous and homogeneous 
that a permanent occupation would not have been an easy 
matter. The task which faced an invader who aimed at 
permanent conquest was vastly increased by the number of 
strongly walled towns in the Illyrian peninsula. The cases 
in which even a small fortress successfully defied Goth or 
Hun illustrate this difficulty. Moreover, geographical con- 
figuration defended the Eastern Empire. 

The sea which separated the European and Asiatic provinces 
opposed physical difficulties to invaders, while it afforded great 
facilities for defence, retreat, and renewed attack to the Roman 
forces, as long as they could maintain a naval superiority 

The mountain ranges in the Balkan peninsula and in the 
Asiatic provinces, though not a safeguard against invasion, 
afforded the inhabitants a bulwark which rendered them 
more active and daring in resisting the invaders. It may be 
added that while the wealth of the Eastern Empire® invited 
the barbarians, “it furnished the means of repulsing their 
attacks or of bribing their forbearance”. 

In short, the East was more united and vigorous than the 
West, more populous, richer, and physically less easy for an 
invader to occupy. But with all these advantages it might 
not have escaped dismemberment if Constantine had not 
had the inspiration to plant a new capital of the Empire 
on the shores of the Bosporus. The advantages of its site 

^ Finlay, i, p. 138. * Ibid.^ i, p. 163. 

® Due especially to its commerce, and the gold and silver mines of 
Thrace and Pontus. Cp. Finlay, i, p. 167. 
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have been so often described that they are almost a common- 
place, but they have been put so strikingly and freshly by 
Mr A. van Millingen, in his recent scientific work on the 
walls and gates of Constantinople, that we need not hesitate 
to quote a part of his description {Byzantine Constantinople, 
p. 4). 

No city owes so much to its site.. . .Nowhere is the influence of 
geography upon history more strikingly marked. Here, to a degree 
that is marvellous, the possibilities of the freest and widest inter- 
course blend with the possibilities of complete isolation. No city 
can be more in the world and out of the world. It is the meeting 
point of some of the most important highways on the globe, 
whether by sea or land ; the centre around which diverse, vast, and 
wealthy countries lie within easy reach, inviting intimate com- 
mercial relations, and permitting extended political control. Here 
the peninsula of Asia Minor, stretching like a bridge across the 
seas that sunder Asia and Europe, narrows the waters between the 
two great continents to a stream only half a mile across. Hither 
the Mediterranean ascends, through the avenues of the .Egean 
and the Marmora, from the regions of the south ; while the Euxine 
and the Azoff spread a pathway to the regions of the nerth. Here 
is a harbour within which the lai^est and richest fleets can find a 
perfect shelter. 

But no less remarkable is the facility with which the great world, 
so near at hand, can be excluded- Access to this point by sea is 
possible only through the straits of the Hellespont on the one side, 
and through the straits of the Bosporus on the other — defiles 
which, when properly guarded, no hostile navy could penetrate. 
These channels, with the Sea of Marmora between them, formed, 
moreover, a natural moat which prevented an Asiatic foe from 
coming within striking distance of the city; while the narrow 
breadth of the promontory on which the city stands allowed the 
erection of fortifications along the west, which could be held 
against immense armies by a comparatively small force. 

This impregnable fortress was the palladium of the Balkan 
peninsula. We believe that its proximity was, above all 
others, the consideration which drove Alaric, Attila, and 
Theodoric to turn away from the Illyrian provinces. There 
was no city to do for the West what Constantinople did for 
the East. If Honorius had decided, like Valentinian I and 
Gratian, to make Trier the seat of empire, he might have 
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saved Gaul, but he would have sacrificed Italy ; by choosing 
Ravenna, he saved Italy and lost Gaul. If he had established 
his government at Rome he might have saved her from the 
humiliation of Alaric’s sieges ; but from a geographical point 
of view no city was less fitted to be the centre of her Empire, 
or even of the Western half of her Empire, than Rome her- 
self. At this time she was equally unfitted from a political 
point of view ; and this is the secret of the choice of Ravenna 
by Honorius. There was a distinct lack of sympathy between 
the Roman senators, most of whom were still devotedly 
attached to paganism, and the Christian court of the Em- 
peror. This antagonism is in marked contrast with the state 
of things at Constantinople. There might be a pagan party 
there, but it was not an influential order, it was merely a 
handful of individuals. Arcadius was enveloped by a con- 
genial atmosphere in Byzantium; at Rome Honorius could 
never have felt himself at home. 

The population of Constantinople had increased so enor- 
mously since its foundation that it became necessary to 
extend its area by taking in the suburbs and erecting new 
fortifications. The enlargement had been foreseen in the 
reign of Theodosius the Great,’ but was not carried out till 
the reign of Theodosius II. The able and experienced prefect 
Anthemius, who guided the helm of the Eastern Empire in 
the infancy of Theodosius, undertook this task and deter- 
mined the future shape of the city. Anthemius did as much 
for the East as Stilicho did for the West, though the world has 
remembered Stilicho and forgotten Anthemius.’’ He had to 
face the Huns, who were now, under their chieftain Uldin, 
beginning to attack the Illyrian provinces. Anthemius beat 
them back beyond the Danube, and established upon that 
river a flotilla of two hundred and fifty vessels; he took care 
that the walls of the Illyrian cities, which had suffered 
through the Visigothic devastations, were rebuilt; and in 
planning the new walls of the capital he was preparing con- 

’ This is clear from a passage in an oration of Themistius quoted by 
Mr van Millingen, p. 4a. 

* Anthemius too was celebrated by a poet, named Theotimus; but 
the work of Theotimus is lost, and wc may be sure that it did not approach 
the level of Claudian, 
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sciously for the Hunnic war which he foresaw, unconsciously 
for the assaults of successive hordes of barbarians, still be- 
yond the Roman horizon, but destined to arrive one after 
another and vainly knock at the mighty gates for more than 
a thousand years. The inner of the two western walls is the 
wall of Anthemius, and it probably saved the city a siege 
by Attila. But violent earthquakes — Constantinople had no 
deadlier enemy — destroyed portions of this wall before the 
end of the same reign, and we may wonder that Attila 
did not seize the opportunity. The prefect Constantine met 
the crisis with an energy worthy of Anthemius, and his 
name, in Greek and in Latin, may still be read on one of 
the gates. He not only restored the Anthemian wall but 
he erected a second wall in front of it, outside of which was 
constructed a broad and deep moat. Thus the city was 
placed behind a triple line of defence. 

The walls were flanked by 192 towers, while the ground between 
the two walls and that between the outer wall and the moat pro- 
vided room for the action of large bodies of troops. These five 
portions of the fortifications rose tier above tier, and combined to 
form a barricade 190-207 feet thick, and over too feet high.' 

The reign of Theodosius II was thus of the highest im- 
portance in the history of Constantinople, and thereby in 
that of the Eastern Empire. But the military fortification 
of the great citadel does not exhaust its importance. A uni- 
versity was founded at Constantinople, and the Theodosian 
code of laws was issued. 

The Theodosian Code {says Finlay) afforded the people the 
means of arraigning the conduct of tiieir rulers before fixed 
principles of law, and the University of Constantinople established 
the influence of Greek literature and gave the Greek language an 
official position in the Eastern Empire.^ 

The point which it here concerns us to insist upon is that 
these measures are significant of a steady desire for solid 
reform and the good of the people, a desire which is also 
shown in the alleviation which was afforded by two large 
remissions of arrears of taxation, wiping out the claims for 
unpaid taxes over a period of sixty years. Fortunately the 

' van MiUingen, p. 46. * Finlay, i, p. 173- 
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reign of Theodosius did not stand alone. He was fol- 
lowed by a series of able sovereigns — Marcian, Leo, Zeno, 
Anastasius — who, whatever their faults may have been, were 
steadily bent on reform. They were “ men born in the middle 
or lower ranks of society”, and “appear to have participated 
in popular sympathies to a degree natural only to men who 
had long lived without courtly honours ” It is certain that 
these strong intelligent men, who form such a striking con- 
trast to the later Emperors of the West, eontributed incalcul- 
ably to the conservation of the Eastern Empire. They had 
no brilliant or showy qualities, and they are now well-nigh 
forgotten; but Leo, Zeno, and Anastasius were exceptionally 
able statesmen. 

In the fifth century, then, a healthy spirit of reform, due 
to the fact that the Government was in touch with the people, 
manifested itself in the East, while in the West the pathetic 
and forlorn appeals of such Emperors as Majorian, seeking 
to arrest decay and suppress intolerable abuses, evoked no 
response. But there was another moment in the situation 
which, if we mistake not, had considerable significance. We 
have already referred to the fact that the chief ministers of 
Honorius and his successors were men of German race. We 
would not detract from the great services of Stilicho, or 
from the greater services of Aetius, but we would point out 
that these statesmen were sources of weakness, as well as 
strength. This will be readily admitted in the case of Count 
Ricimer, whose policy clearly paved the way for Odovacar ; 
but it is also true of Stilicho and Aetius. If Honorius had 
been a strong ruler and had not consigned his power to 
Stilicho, or if Stilicho had not been a German, it is highly 
probable that the Empire would not have been divided by 
the revolt of Constantine, whose tyranny helped the successes 
of the barbarians. It has been said that the Vandals would 
never have occupied Africa if they had not been invited by 
Count Boniface; and though this statement is an exaggera- 
tion, the fact remains that the disasters of the reign of 
Valentinian HI were pardy due to the jealousy and an- 
tagonism which existed between Aetius, a minister of 
German stock, and Romans like Boniface. Now the Eastern 
Empire was also threatened by the ascendency of men of 
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foreign extraction, first in the reign of Arcadius, and again 
in the reign of Leo. Each time the danger was averted. On 
the first occasion it took the form of an actual rebellion 
of Gothic troops under an ambitious leader named Gainas, 
whose programme was to revive the lost cause of Arianism. 
After the death of Marcian (a.d. 457) a powerful general 
of Alan race, named Aspar — an Arian, like most of the 
barbarians who embraced Christianity — assisted Leo to 
ascend the throne, and it might have seemed that he was 
destined to play in the East the same part, and to exercise 
the same authority, which had fallen to Stilicho, Aetius, and 
Ricimer in the West. But Leo apprehended the situation; 
he averted the immediate peril by assassinating Aspar, and 
he forestalled future dangers of the same kind by a reform 
of the military system. He began to recruit the army out 
of native troops, and ceased to rely, as his predecessors had 
relied, on foreign mercenaries. What Leo thus began, Zeno 
carried out. The great work of Zeno’s reign, as Finlay 
observes, “was the formation of an army of native troops 
to serve as a counterpoise to the barbarian mercenaries who 
threatened the Eastern Empire with the same fate as the 
Western”. 

Within the limits of an article we have been unable to 
do more than indicate the various causes which determined 
the dismemberment of the Empire in the fifth century. 
Each, if it were to be illustrated fully, would almost demand 
an article to itself; but it may be of service to bring them 
together thus into a connected statement. We are now in a 
position to give a summary answer to the enquiry which we 
have attempted — an answer, however, which cannot be so 
briefly expressed as Professor Seeley’s “depopulation”. The 
Roman Empire as a whole was weakened by depopulation ; 
Italy suffered eminently; and the original causes of this evil 
are not clear, though we can observe the forces — fiscal op- 
pression, economic ignorance, the institution of slavery, and 
a new spirit of asceticism — which hindered the population 
from recovering itself. Like other ancient States, the Roman 
Empire suffered through ignorance of sound principles of 
economy; but to this universally prevailing evil it added a 
hmitation of its own, which it inherited from the Republic, 
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a certain antipathy or indifference to commerce. If an 
Adam Smith had arisen, the Empire might have been 
rescued from decline; but the only means tvhich its rulers 
found to strengthen it was the settlement of barbarians in 
the provinces and the admission of barbarians into the 
legions. 

This Germanising of the Empire (which was accompanied 
by a reciprocal process of Romanising the Germans) chiefly 
affected the European, Latin-speaking provinces; and it 
smoothed the way there for the ultimate ascendency of the 
German race. One of its immediate effects was a relaxation 
of military discipline, the upgrowth of a free spirit in the 
army; and without this the rebellions, revolutions, and 
usurpations of the third century would hardly have been 
possible. The disunion within the State at this period would 
have soon made it a prey for its enemies unless Diocletian 
had reorganised it and Constantine consolidated and com- 
pleted the work of Diocletian. But though these statesmen 
restored the unity and defended the frontiers of the State, 
their new system aggravated, instead of removing, some 
essential weaknesses. The municipal classes declined in 
prosperity and were ultimately ruined ; and this proce.ss was 
hastened by the incredible corruption of the collectors of 
revenue under the Conslantinian system. Here again, how- 
ever, the West suffered more severely than the more populous 
East. Neither Government did much for commerce and 
industries, but the industries and commerce which existed 
were mainly in the hands of the inhabitants of the Greek 
and Asiatic provinces. In these parts of the Empire men 
were better able to bear the fiscal burdens. Moreover 
Constantine, by his greatest work, the foundation of Con- 
stantinople, did for the East what he was unable to do for 
the West, and not only gave it a citadel but supplied a 
rallying-point for a sort of national unity. Christianity and 
the influence of the Church acted as a cement of such a 
unity, whereas in the West the members of the wealthy 
senatorial class were largely pagans and were out of touch 
both with their humbler fellow-subjects and with the 
Government. 

In the same connexion it may be observed that there 
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existed in the Eastern Empire a public opinion which was 
able more easily to make itself felt than in the West. The 
Eastern provinces were also more favourably situated in 
point of geographical configuration. Accordingly it came 
about that, though the East had to bear the first brunt of 
the northern barbarians pressing in upon the Empire in the 
fourth century, and though it suffered severely from their 
devastations, yet the invaders saw that they would be unable 
to make good a permanently satisfactory lodgment in the 
East, and decided to divert their efforts to the feebler and 
distracted West, where men of their own race were in- 
fluential in the State. Delivered of the presence of Alaric 
and his Visigoths, the Eastern Empire had escaped from its 
first great danger; and its future safety was confirmed and 
assured by a succession of able statesmen, from Anthemius 
to Anastasius I. It may be said that the strength of the 
East was a cause of calamity to the West, since Visigoth, 
Hun, and Ostrogoth turned successively from the Balkan 
lands to seek conquest in Italy, Gaul, or Spain; but this is 
no reproach to the rulers of Byzantium, who could reply 
that if the realm of Arcadius and Theodosius had been 
weaker, such weakness would assuredly not have saved tlic 
realm of Honorius and Valentinian. In the West all the 
causes of decline operated without check, and the ascendency 
of Germans at court was a source of division and discontent 
which led to rebellions. With the help of all these considera- 
tions we may be able to understand how the Latin half of 
the Empire was dismembered, while the Greek half held 
together and perpetuated the Empire of Rome. 

Our enquiry, finished here, might naturally lead us on 
to meditate on the causes which brought about the sub- 
sequent dismemberment of the Eastern Empire by Persians, 
Saracens, and Bulgarians in the seventh century. Professor 
Seeley bracketed this later series of events with the events 
known as the fall of the Western Empire, and sought to 
embrace both under the same solution. We regard this view 
as completely erroneous. The causes which led to the success 
of the Saracens were wholly distinct from the causes which 
led to the success of the Germans. In one, but only m one, 
respect was there a continuity in the process, d he ravages 
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of Goths, Huns, and other barbarian hordes in the fifth 
century in the Illyrian provinces caused anew a decline in 
the population which facilitated the gradual infiltration of a 
new set of strangers, the Slavs. This influx began actively in 
the sixth century, and smoothed the way for the Slavonic 
and Bulgarian conquests in the seventh century — a repetition 
of the same process which we witnessed in the case of the 
German conquests. The Slavonic setdements were one cause 
of disintegration. A second, and perhaps the most vital and 
far-reaching, was the religious disunion of the Empire. The 
political importance of the theological controversies which 
raged in the fifth century as to the nature or natures of 
Christ can hardly be too highly estimated. In Egypt and 
Syria men’s intellects did not move on the same fines as in 
the Greek provinces; and this fundamental divergence in 
spirit and modes of thought expressed itself in rival doctrines 
touching Christ’s nature and personality. Never was the 
decree of an ecclesiastical council more fatal to the State 
than the wire-drawn formula issued by the Churchmen who 
met at Chalcedon. Egypt and Syria were alienated, and the 
tendency towards a quasi-national unity, which had been 
perceptible, was checked by this religious division. The 
mistake of Chalcedon must be largely imputed to the un- 
fortunate influence of the Bishop of Rome; and when it had 
been committed, no more urgent problem faced the Govern- 
ment of Constantinople than to discover some means of 
rectifying it. Zeno and the able Patriarch Acacius, a Church- 
man exceptionally free from bigotry, grappled with the 
difficulty, and an Act of Union (Henotikon) was proclaimed, 
which recognised the doctrines of Nicaea and Ephesus and 
ignored the decision of Chalcedon. On this basis the 
Churches of Alexandria and Antioch were reunited in 
communion with Constantinople, and the religious peace 
of the East was restored. Statesmanship and tact could have 
maintained this union, but the disastrous policy of Justinian 
undid the work of Zeno and revived the political error of 
Chalcedon. 

If any man can be regarded as distinctly, if partially, 
responsible for such a vast event as the dismemberment of 
the Eastern Empire, first by the Persians and then by the 
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Saracens, we say deliberately that it is the Emperor Justinian. 
We fear that this statement will appear startling and para- 
doxicalj for we are accustomed to look upon Justinian's 
reign as an epoch of singular glory and brilliance. Two 
glorious achievements, beyond all blame or cavil, were 
accomplished under his auspices. Lawyers of unrivalled 
learning enriched the world with the Digest, the Institutes, 
and the Code -, architects of matchless skill and soaring 
imagination built the church of St Sophia. But the famous 
conquests of the ambitious ruler were purchased at an 
exorbitant price. In the first place, seeing that in order to 
carry out his scheme of recovering Italy and the Western 
provinces from their German lords it would be of the highest 
importance to reconcile the Roman Church, which had 
been alienated by the policy of Zeno, he revived the doctrine 
of Chalcedon. Thus Rome was conciliated at the expense 
of the unity of the East, and the attempts which Justinian 
subsequently made to alleviate the consequences of his act 
only served to make the evil worse. Tlie East was irrevocably 
disunited; Egypt and Syria were alienated from Con- 
stantinople. In the second place, Justinian’s conquests were 
an enormous strain on the treasury. The grave struggle in 
which the Empire was then involved with the great Persian 
king Chosroes imposed such a heavy burden on the revenue 
that a ruler in Justinian’s position was not justified in 
gratuitously undertaking other wars. If Justinian liad merely 
spent the fund which had been accumulated by tlie economies 
of his predecessors, it might have been well; but in order 
to meet the expenses of lus policy he overtaxed his subjects 
and revived financial oppression in its worst form.' * Allevia- 
tion of fiscal burdens had been one of the best features ol 
the reigns of the Emperors who preceded him; and 
Anastasius had even reformed the curial system by doing 
away with the principle of joint responsibility. But (he 
progress which their discreet policy inaugurated was un- 
done by Justinian; the merciless system of impositions, 
associated with the abominable name of John the Cappa- 

1 The evidence for this is treated in Panchenko’s full and important 
study on the Htstona Arcana of ycocopius ; [* published at St Petersburg: 
Press ol Imperial Academy ol Saencesj. 
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docian, impoverished and ruined the people, and precipi- 
tated the Empire down' that path of decline which ended in 
the disasters of the next century. 

It would exceed the space and scope of this article to go 
on to show how within its diminished borders the Eastern 
Empire recovered its strength, so that during the eighth, 
ninth, and tenth centuries, as Mr Frederic Harrison observes 
in his eloquent Rede lecture, “the Emperors of New Rome 
ruled over a settled State which, if not as powerful in arms, 
was far more rich in various resources, more cultured, more 
truly modern, than any in Western Europe * In the second 
decline, if we may so speak, which began in the eleventh 
century and culminated in the Latin capture of Con- 
stantinople (a.d. 1204), we see repeated some of those 
economic causes which induced the decay of the early 
Empire. We can mark especially the fatal growth of vast 
estates and the ruin of the small proprietors — a process 
against which the Emperors had legislated and struggled 
in vain. The day of doom came for the Younger as it had 
come for the Elder Rome. It is perhaps seldom realised how 
much longer the sway of Constantinople as an Imperial city 
endured than the rule of Rome herself. Even if we date the 
Empire of Rome from the conquest of Sicily, her first 
province, in the third century before our era, and extend 
the duration of her power to the subjugation of Italy by 
Odovacar (a.d. 476), her period amounts to little more than 
seven centuries. On the other hand, even if we omit to 
count the two hundred years of the restored Empire of the 
Palaeologi, Constantinople, from her foundation to her cap- 
ture by the Crusaders, reigned for little less than nine 
centuries. We are satisfied that this advantage which the 
daughter city enjoyed was due, above all, to the incomparable 
strength of her situation and her walls. 

[* Byzanline History in the Early Middle Ages. The Rede Lecture, 
June 12, 1900, by Frederic Harrison, Macmillan & Go. (1900), p. 8.J 
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Basileios, eunuch, 137-9 
Basileus, title, 108-1 1, 123 «, 124 n 
Boilas, 182-3 
Boniface, 23G 
Brdhicr, 109, 126 n 
Bumet, 78 and n, 82 
Byzantinism date of its begin- 
ning, 216-19 

Cassar, office, 158, 163, 204-5 
Chaerephon, 84 
Chalcocondyles, 218 
Charmides, 79 
Cicero, 8, 129 
Cleon, 77 

Cleopatra, 60-9 passim 
Codinus, 124 n 


Constantine (v. Emperors), brother 
of Michael IV, 163-4, 168-70, 

173 

Constantine, brother of Joann& 
orphanotrophos, 156-7, 159 « 
Constantine Dalassenos, 1 57 n, 1 7 1 , 

174 

Constantine Leichud^s, 129-30, 
151, 171 and rty 176, 187-91, 
199, 204, 207; elected Patri- 
arch, 185 

Constantine Manasses, 136 and n, 
192 n 

Constantine, Prefect, 235 
Critias, 79 
Critobulus, 21B 

Diagoras of Melos, 77 
Diehl, C., 2 i 8 
Dindorf, L., 85, 135 
Diogenes Laertius, 81 n 
Dionysius of Halicarnassus, 8 
Diopeithes, 76, 81 
Drusus LiVius, 129 

Emperors — Roman : 

Diocletian, lOJ, 108, 238 
Constantine 1 , the Great, 101-3, 
216-17, 228; importance of 
edict in favour of Chris- 
tianity, 64-5 
Julian [361I, 113, 137 
Valentinian 1 [364-75], 104, 233 
Gratian [375-83], 233 
Theodosius I, the Great [387- 
96], 123 n, 219, 231 
West: 

Honorius, 108, 233, 239 
Valentinian III [425-55], 236, 

239 

Pfew Rome: 

Arcadius [396-407], 108, 234, 

239 
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Emperors — Rottum (cont.) : 

Theodosius II [407-50], 113, 
115, 123 n; historical impor- 
tance of his reign, 234-^, 239 
Marcian [450-7], 104, no, 237 
Leo r [457-74]. 104. «I3, 118, 
236-7 

Zeno [474-91]. 236, 246; creates 
Byzantine army, 237; Heno- 
tikon, 240 

Anastasius I [491-518], 110, 
113-14, 207, 236, 239, 241 
Justinian [527-65], 1 11-12, n6, 
125 n, 147, I54n, Q17, 223-5; 
responsibility for decline of 
Empire, 240-1 

Hcraclius [610-42], 109, 219 
L.eo III, the Isaurian [718-41], 
186, 223-4 

Constantine VI [780-92], 111, 
124 n 

Irene [792-802], in, 124 n, 166 
StauracLus [8n], 124 
Michael I, Rkangabe [81 i-is], 
ii5> 123 n 

Basil I, the Macedonian [867-86], 
1 15, 1 18, 123 n, 147 
Constantine VII, Porphyrogen- 
nitos [911-59], 176, 186 
John Tziraiskes [969-76], 117, 

136-7, 196 

Basil II [976-1025], 106, 127, 
130, 133, 136; character and 
reign, 143-4 

Constantine VIII (IX) [976- 
1028], 143-5 

Romanos III, Argyros [1028- 

34], 145-51, 153, 174-5 

Michael IV, the Paphlagordan 
[1034-41], 128-9, 133, ^49- 
61, aio; character, 153-4 
Michael V, Kalaphates [1041— 2], 
129, 159, 161-70; character, 
1 71-2 

Zoe and Theoddra [1042], 1073- 
5. V. also tnfra sub Zoe 
Constantine IX {X), Mono^ 
machos [1042-54], J29> i33* 
175-98 passim, 213 


Emperors — Roman (cont.) : 
Theoddra [1054-6], 198-200. 

V. also tnfra sub Theoddra 
Michael VI, StratxoHkos [1056- 

7]* 199-214 

Isaac, Komnhu 3 s [1056-9], 129, 
210-14 

Romanos IV, Diogenes [1067- 
7 i ]3 130. 172 

Nikephoros III, Botaneiatis [1078 
-81], 128, 133 

Alexios, Komnenos [1081-1118], 

133 

John, Komninos [1118-43], 225 
Andronicos I, Komnenos [1183- 

5]. >23 n 

Andronicos II, the Elder [1282- 
1328], 123 n 

Andronicos III, the Younger 
[132&-41], 123 n 
Constantine XIII (XI) [1448- 
53] Palaeologos, 104 
Eucleidcs, 65 
Euripides, 77 

Finlay ,G I34,i38,i43n,i6i,2i7- 
19, 223 n, 231-2, 238 and n,237 

Garidas, 188, 189 n 
Gcizcr, 125 n 
Georgios, 157, 159 n 
Glykas, 127, 136 

Harrhon, Frederic, quoted, 242 
Herodotus, 11, 19, 218 
Hippocrates, 18 
Hirsch, F., 134-5 n 
Homer, how far studied in Byzan* 
tine society, 1 82 w, 224 

Joannes the Logothete, 190—1 
Joannes MakremboUtes, 210 
Joannes Mauropus, 187 
Joannes the orphanotrophos, 148- 
50, 153; character, 155-60; 
fall, 162-5; exiled, 162-5; 
blinded, lyGn 

Joannes Skylitzes, 130, 131 

134-5, 138, 140, 185 n 
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Joannes Xiphilinos, ia 7 129, 
186-7; character, 188-9 
Joannes Zonaras, 127, 1 35-6, i43n, 
157 «> 173". *75 »3 180 n, 183 
and n, 201 n, 202 n, 20B andn 
John the Cappadocian, 241 
John Malalas, 107 
Jowett, Dr, 82, 8g n 

Katakalon, Kekaumcnos, 159, 201 
-2, 207 

Kedrenos, 127, 130-r, 138, 144 «, 
168 n, 189 n, 190 n 
Krumbacher, 226 

Le Beau, 172/1 
Lcichudes, v. Constantine L. 

Leo Alopos, 204, 206-7 
Leo Diakonos, 125 n, 127, 187 
Leo of Ostia, 136 
Leo of Salamis, 80 
Leo Strabospondylts, 198-200, 
205 

Leon Tornikios, revolt of, 130, 192, 
194-8 

Libanius, 85-7 
Lupus Protospata, 136 
Lycon, 78, 83 

Manassds, 127, 136/1 
Maniakes, George, 130, 159, 171; 

personal appearance, 192-3 
Meletus, 78-9, 83-4, 86-7 
Menas, Patriarch, 116 
Michael Kerularios, 1 76 ; Patriarchy 
202, 207-14 

Millingcn, A. van, quoted, 233, 
234 235 n 

Mommsen, T., q; quoted, 103, 
i 23 n 

Nicephorus Bryennius, 123 «, 202 

Niebuhr, xv, 5, 42 

Niketas, eunuch, 154/1, 157, 

159 n 

Odovacar, 236 


Patriarch, relation to Emperor of 
New Rome, J04-5, 107, 113- 
14, 1 16-18, 121, 123/1, 125/1, 
213-14; situation in regard to 
Pope and separation of 
Churches, 127, 136, 21 1 and 
n 2, 212-13 

Paul, St, influence of, on Chris- 
tianity, 66 

People, power of, in New Rome, 
102, 106-7, *22 fi; power 

transferred to Emperor, 
X12; Stauracius’ attempt at 
democracy, 124/1 
Pericles, 77, 85 

Plato, 65, 75-90 passim ; study of, 
revived at Constantinople, 
145; by Psellos, 188 
Polybius, xiv, 8, 21, 34 
Polycrates, 85, 87 
Polyeuktos, 117, 123 n 

ft'ocopius, 241 n; characteristics 
as historian, 127-30; quoted, 
136-214 passim 

Psellos, sqq.'y President of 
Senate, 206-7 
Pulcheria, Augusta, 1 lo-i i 
Pulcheria, sister of Romanos III, 
148-9 

Ricimcr, 234 
Ritter, 35 

Sallustius Secundus, Prefect, 104 
Sathas. C., 127, 128 n, 188 n 
Seeck, O., 34 n 

Senate of New Rome, how differ- 
ent from that of Old, 100-3, 
106, 1 10, 113-15, 122 n, 125 n 
Skleraina, 130, 180-3 
Skleros, Bardas, 137-41 
Socrates, trial of, passim 

Solon, Laws of, 81 
Sophia, wife of Justin II, in 
Stilicho, 234, 236-7 
Strzygowski, 226 

Tacitus, xvii, 18 
Tarasios, Patriarch, 125 n 


Panchenko, 241 n 
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Themistocles, 85, 219 
Theodora, wife of Justinian, lu, 
1 12 and n, 154 n 

Theodora [v. also Emperors), 106, 
1 12, 129, 144, 168, 170, 173-5. 
198-200 

Theodore of Studion, 1 16 
Theodores, eunuch, 203 
Theophano, 124 

Thucydides, xiv, 8, 19, 24, 85, 

159 

Tillemont, xv, 5 

Varangian Guards, 214^15 

Wilamowitz-MdUendorf, U. v., 
85 n 

Wolf, F. A., XV, 5-6, 27, 42 


Women, right to exercise auto- 
cracy in New Rome, no- 12 

Xenophon, 81-3, 87 

Xiphdinos, v. Joannes Xiphilinos 

Zod {v. also Emperors), 106, 144; 
married to Romanos III, 144; 
accused of poisoning him, 150; 
loves and ultimately marries 
Michael IV, 152, 160-1; 

adopts Michael V as her son, 
i6o~i; banished by him but 
recalled and made co-Em- 
press with Theodora, 166-74; 
marries Constantine IX, 175; 
her relations with him, 176- 
82; death, 1 79, 183 
Zdnaras, v. Joannes Zonaras 
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